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February 6, 2004

Via HAND DELIVERY

Ms Deborah Taylor Tate, Chairman
TENNESSEE REGULATORY AUTHORITY
460 James Robertson Parkway

Nashville, Tennessee 37243

Re:  Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone Companies and
Cooperatives Request for Suspension of Wireless to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2) of the Communications
Act of 1934, as Amended; Docket No. 03-00633

Dear Chairman Tate:

Enclosed for filing 1n the above-referenced docket are the ongnal and thirteen
copies of the responses of The Tennessee Coalition of Incumbent Rural Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives to data requests 1ssued by the TRA staff on January 14,
2004 In addition to providing responses from the individual members of the Coalition,
we are also providing a joint response to data request no 3.

Please note that the responses of three Coalitton members — CenturyTel, Dekalb
Telephone, and Milhington Telephone — contain proprietary information that these
companies request be filed under seal at this time. They are contained n separately
1dentified and sealed envelopes that contain the original and thirteen copies of those
responses We will consult with TRA staff at their convenience about the further
handling of these documents

The Coalition would like to clarify that 1t 1s not seeking an indefimite suspension
of local number portability In addition, we believe a TRA workshop would best address
1ssues raised in the Coalition’s Petition and data request responses

Should you have any questions with respect to this filing, please do not hesitate to
contact me at the number shown above.



Ms Deborah Taylor Tate, Chairman
February 6, 2004
Page 2

It 1s also my understanding that United Telephone Company has obtained the
agreement of Mr Joe Wermer to provide its responses to the data requests on Monday,
February 9, 2004.

Thanking you 1n advance for your assistance with this matter, I am

Very truly yours

/27 ‘

R Dale Grimes

RDG/tn
Enclosures

cc: Coalition Members

2446404 |



Ardmore:

Ben Lomand:

Bledsoe:

CenturyTel:

Dekalb:

_ Highterm~
Loretto:
Millington:
North Central:

é
TDS:
TEC:
Twin Lakes:
SEnited:

Yorkville:

Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004



Tennessee Coaliion of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Dekalb Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 1: Has the company previously petitioned the FCC or the TRA requesting an
extension of time, or a modification of the FCC's rules regarding number portability? If
so, a copy of each company's filings should be provided with the response.

Answer: No, DTC Communications has not petitioned the FCC or TRA requesting an
extension of LNP

“




Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)}(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Millington Telephone Company
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 1: Has the company previously petitioned the FCC or the TRA requesting an
extension of time, or a modification of the FCC's rules regarding number portability? If
S0, a copy of each company's filings should be provided with the response.

Answer: No



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communucations Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

TEC Companies
(Crockett Telephone Company, Inc
Peoples Telephone Company
West Tennessee Telephone Company, Inc )

Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 1: Has the company previously petitioned the FCC or the TRA requesting an
extension of time, or a modification of the FCC's rules regarding number portability? If
so, a copy of each company's filings should be provided with the response.

Answer: Yes, the TEC companies listed joined with a Coalition to petition the TRA
to suspend or modify obligations imposed by 47 U S C. § 251, including
LNP. Docket No 99-00613 The TEC companies have not petitioned the
FCC




Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Compantes and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Commumnications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

TEC Companies
(Crockett Telephone Company, Inc
Peoples Telephone Company
West Tennessee Telephone Company, Inc )

Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 2: Identify, by company, the switch designation(s), and exchange(s), for which
the petition of suspension of the FCC's rules is being sought.

Answer: Company Crockett Telephone Company, Inc OCN 0561
Exchange CLLI NPA/NXX  Tandem LATA
Maury City MRCYTNXARSS5 731/656 Memphis 468
Friendship FRSHTNXARSS 731/677 Memphis 468
Alamo ALAMTNXADS1 731/696 Memphis 468
Company Peoples Telephone Company ~ OCN 0576
Exchange CLLI NPA/NXX  Tandem LATA
Henry HNRYTNXARSS5 731/243 Memphis 468
Enin ERINTNXADS?2 931/289 Nashville 470
Tenn Ridge TNRGTNXARSS5 931/721 Nashville 470
Company West Tennessee Telephone Company OCN 0583
Exchange CLLI NPA/NXX  Tandem LATA
Atwood ATWDTNXARSO 731/662 Memphis 468
Rutherford  RTFRTNXARSO 731/665 Memphis 468
Trezvant TRZVTNXARSS 731/669 Memphis 468
Bradford BRFRTNXADS?2 731/742 Memphis 468

2




Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline 10 Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

TEC Companies
(Crockett Telephone Company, Inc.
Peoples Telephone Company
West Tennessee Telephone Company, Inc )

Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 3: Identify and describe the specific equipment, software, programming or
other technical issues that make number portability technically infeasible for each
company.

Answer: Switch software updates are required, in-house programming changes for
subscriber billing, and procedure manuals for implementing LNP Rating
and routing 1ssues have not been addressed Geographic routing 1s
technically impossible, and the current LNP order results 1n geographic
number portability Issues such as how calls will be delivered when there
are no facilities to the porting carmer must be worked out Who pays for
the transport has not been resolved TEC companies are access providers
only, and ported numbers will have to be delivered to the subscriber’s
presubscribed carrier for delivery to the porting carrier 1n the absence of
porting carrier facilities to the TEC companies The customer’s calling the
ported number may experience toll charges Once a number 1s ported to a
wireless provider then the wireless provider may port to another wireless
provider out of LATA, and thus geographic porting has resulted Tariffs
must be filed and approved for monthly porting recovery and the fees to
port a number The customer who 1s porting the number only pays for the
porting fees The remaining customers have to pay a monthly fee to
recover the cost of LNP, the monthly charges associated with the customer
who has left the telephone system and has ported their number.



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Compantes and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

TEC Companies
(Crockett Telephone Company, Inc
Peoples Telephone Company
West Tennessee Telephone Company, Inc )

Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 4: For each piece of equipment and/or software item that is required, identify the
costs to each company to purchase, install and test each item necessary for the
implementation of local number portability capability.

Answer: Switch upgrade cost 1s $56,750 per company It 1s unknown, at this time,
the cost of programming to the billing systems to handle LNP Several
programs will have to be changed



Tennessee Coalttion of Rural Incumbent Telephone

’ Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline 10 Wireless Number

Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)

of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended

| Docket No. 03-00633

TEC Companies
(Crockett Telephone Company, Inc
Peoples Telephone Company
West Tennessee Telephone Company, Inc )

Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 5: Identify the costs of each company, if any, of any contrlact(s) that must be

entered into to participate in number portability. (Any costs or contract(s) considered
required should not include interconnection agreements.)

Answer: NPAGC, contracts for LNP database dips, and pos51ble other contracts
which aré unknown at this time



1}
|

Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone

Companies and Cooperatives Request for

| Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Oblzgz'mons Pursuant to Section 251(f}(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

[

TEC Companies '
(Crockett Telephone Company, Inc.
| Peoples Telephone Company i
West Tennessee Telephone Company, Inc.)

|
i

Respénse to Data Requests of January 14, 200:4

Question 6: Identify any administrative function(s) change(s), internal and external to the
company, and the costs incurred to implement the change(s). (Administrative changes
would include additional personnel, office equipment and etc.)

Answer: Costs are unknown at this time At minimum, training of customer service

representatives, switch technicians, writing of policy and procedures
manuals, programming to update subscriber billing, CABS, cable plant
and other databases, administrative costs for contracts and other unknown

1

1items '



’ Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Compbmes and Cooperatives Request for

Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number

Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)

of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended

; Docket No. 03-00633

TEC Companies
(Crockett Telephone Company, Inc
Peoples Telephone Company
West Tennessee Telephone Company, Inc ),

Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 7: Identify each company's total cost to implement local number portability.

Answer: Unknown at this time.



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone

. Companies and Cooperatives Request for
‘ Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
- Portabiliry Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended

. Docket No. 03-00633

, TEC Companies
. (Crockett Telephone Company, Inc
Peoples Telephone Company
West Tennessee Telephone Company, Inc.)

Respc:)nse to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 8: Provide the number of access lines each company has in service.

Answer: Crockett 4,279, Peoples 5,218 and West Tennessee 4,675

!
i
1 il
!

)

i



Tennessee Coal:mon of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline 1o Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

. TEC Companies
(Crockett Telephone Company, Inc
» Peoples Telephone Company
We'lst Tennessee Telephone Company, Inc )

Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 9: Identify, by company, if the FCC authorized local number portability charge,
as a regular monthly charge,'is being imposed? If a LNP charge is being imposed by any
company, how much is the monthly charge and when did the charge begin to show on
customer's billing invoices for each company? |

Answer: None



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Compantes and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline 10 Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No 03-00633

TEC Companies !
(Crockett Telephone Company, Inc
Peoples Telephone Company ‘
West Tennessee Telephone Company, Inc )

Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 10: Identify, by company, if there have been any previous requests from CLECs
or Wireless Service Providers for number portability? Provide copies of those requests
with the response. !

Answer: Vernizon made réquests to Crockett Telephone and West Tennessee Telephone
(see attached) '

11



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone

: Companies and Cooperatives Request for
: Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
1 Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended

i ' Docket No. 03-00633

E TEC Companies :
(Crockett Telephone Company, Inc.
" Peoples Telephone Company

West Tennessee Telephone Company, Inc.) |

Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 11: Identify, by company, if the company can, or does, provide remote call
forwarding, or like service features, as a subscription feature available to its consumers?

Answer: None

11 |
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KRASKIN, LESSE & COSSON, LLC
: ATTORNEYS AT LAw
TELECOMMUNICATIONS MANAGEMINT CONSLLTANTS

2120 L Strect, N W, Suste 520!

| Telephone (202) 296-8890
Washington, D C 20037 |

Telecopier (202) 296-8893
January 28, 2004

Linda Godfrey
Interconnection, Numbenng and Mandates

Venzon Wircless
2785 Mitchell Dnve

Walnut Creek, CA 94598

Dear Ms. Godfrey. '

We have been asked by our client, Crocket Telephone Company (*Crocket™) to respond
to your correspondence secking deployment of number portability 1n specific switch locations
(the “Request™) and compleuon of a “Service Level Agreement” (“SLA™) Crocket 1s fully
aware of its obligations pursuant to apphicable rules and regulations of the Federal
Communications Commusston (“FCC™) to port numbers 1n those areas where Venzon Wireless’
coverage overlaps each of the rate centers owned and controlled by Crocket as specified in the
Request ' In this regard, pleasc note that Crocket has not waived any of its nghts with respect to

applicable statute and regulation, including, but not limited to the nght to scck suspension of
number portability obligations and waiver of implemcntation deadhncs *

We're reviewing the SLA and w1ll respond shortly In the mterim, Crocket requests that
Venzon Wirelcss consider and proposc the specific methodology by which the partics will
physically exchange ported traffic. It1s our understanding that no such arrangements cxist today
We look forward to engaging in.additional discussions lcading to the establishment of an
agreement regarding the terms and conditions under which the partics w1l engage in porting

Very truly yours,

| ~§é /b a /"':’3'—

K

Sylvia Lesse

cC: Lera Roark_

! Pursuant to Section 52 23(b)(2)(1) of the Comrmussion's Rules (47 C F R § 52 23(b)(2)(m) Crocket
notifics Venizon Wireless that the list of switches (and their respecuve CLLI designation) specitied in the
correspondence 1s correct  T'he switches currently are not number portable-capable

? Crocket 1s seeking suspension of number portabihity abligations from the Tennessee Regulatory Authonty

' l

| Attachment to Response # l (O |
' to TRA's Data Request dated [

‘January 14,2004 I
\Docket.No._03-00633 !
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ATIORNFYS AT LAW

TEI FCOMMUNICATIONS MANAGEMFNT (,orxsu.ﬂl\ NTS
|
2120 L. Strect, N W, Suite 520,

Washington, D C 20037 ‘,

|
| KRASKIN, LESSE & COSSON, LLC *\l

chlcphone (202) 296-8890

‘tlelccoplcr (202) 296-8893

January 28, 2004

i
;

|

\

\

l

Linda Godfrey \ ,
a \

Interconnection, Numbering and Mandatcs
Verizon Wireless ‘
2785 Mitchell Dnive '
Walnut Creek, CA 94598 "
\

|

We have been asked by our client, West Tennessee Telephone (ompan) (“"West
Tennessee™) to respond to your correspondence secking deployment of number portability in
spectfic switch locations (the “Request ’) and completion of a “Scrvice Level Agrcement”
(“SLA™) Woest Tennessee 1s fully aware of its obhigations pursuant to apphcable rules and
regulations of the Federal Commumcations Comnussion (“FCC™) to port 'numbers 1n thosc arcas
where Venzon Wireless® coverage overlaps, cach of the rate centers owm.d and controlled by
West Tennessee as specificd in .lhe Request ' In this regard, pleasc notc lhat West Tenncssce has
not waived any of 1ts nghts w nth respect to applicable statute and rcgulauon including, but not

limited to the nght to seck suspcnsnon of number portability obligations and waner of
implementation deadhnes * |

|

!

1

Dear Ms Godfrey: '1

1

\

We’re reviewing the SLA and will respond shortly In the interim.'West Tennessee
requests that Verizon Wireless consider and propose the spccific methodology by which the
parties will physically exchange portcd traffic. It 1s our undcrstanding that no such arrangements
exist today. We look forward to! engaging 1n additional discussions Ieadmg to the cstabhishment

of an agreement regarding the tcrms and conditions under which the pamcs will engage in
porting \
\
|

l
Very truly yours, i
| -
\ cgcj/ L / ¢ 55«

SIaVie

{

i

l

!

Sylvia Lesse !
|
|
|

cc.  LeraRoark| \
i

|
|
! Pursuant to Section 52 21(b)(2)(|n) of the Comnussion's Rules (47 CFR § 52 2'4(bN N, West

Tennessee notifics Verizon Wireless that the hist of switches (and their respectn e C LLI designation) specified wn the
correspondence is correct  The switches clurren(l) are not number portable-capable |

|
2 West Tennessee 1s secking suspension of number portability obligations from the Tenncssee Regulatory
Authonty

SRR ~
\ l
! 'L Attachment to Response # _L&

!
s
l
to TRA's Data Request dated |
January 14, 2004 | I
Docket_No._03- 00633



| Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
' Companies and Cooperatives Request for
\ Suspension of Wireline 1o Wireless Number
! Portabiity Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
! of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
i Docket No. 03-00633
|

Yorkville Telephone Cooperative
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

|
Question 1: Has the company previously petitioned the FCC or the TRA requesting an
extension of time, or a modlficatlon of the FCC's rules regarding number portability? If
so, a copy of each company SIﬁlmgs should be provided with the response.

i
b

!

Answer: Yorkville Telephone Company has not filed any petittons to the FCC or
the TRA for an extension of time, or any modification of the FCC's rules
regarding number portability




Tennessee Coalttion of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Compantes and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f}(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

'
I
)
t
t
4

|
\'(orkville Telephone Cooperative
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

'

Question 2: Identify, by company, the switch designation(s), and exchange(s), for which
the petition of suspension of the FCC's rules is being sought.

Answer: Yorkville Telephone Cooperative has a network of four small exchanges
including Yorkville, Brazil/Eaton, Mason Hall and Trimble We have four
Mitel SV\{ltChGS located throughout our service area at four central offices



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
X Companies and Cooperatives Request for
' Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
. Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
i of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
| Docket No. 03-00633

Yorkvﬂle Telephone Cooperative
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 3: Identify and describe the specific equipment, software, programming or

other technical issues that m?ke number portability technically infeasible for each
company.

i
!
|
i

Answer: For a small company with approximately 2,000 landline customers, 1t 1s

dlfflcult': to justify the costs associated with providing Local Number
Portability.

I
1
|
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|
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Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number

f Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Yorkville Telephone Cooperative
Respcl)nse to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 4: For each piece of equipment and/or software item that is required, identify the
costs to each company to punl'chase, install and test each item necessary for the
implementation of local number portability capability.

t

Answer: Costs Assoctated With Implementation — Our switch 1s software compliant
for LNP however we have received a quote which outlines database

engineering for LNP implementation This quote totals $ 5,920 00 and
can be prov1ded if needed




i

Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
; Compantes and Cooperatives Request for
| Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
| Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
! of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
i
|

Docket No. 03-00633
|

Yorkville Telephone Cooperative
Resp'pnse to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 5: Identify the costs of each company, if any, of any contract(s) that must be

entered into to participate inl number portability. (Any costs or contract(s) considered
required should not include Iinterconnection agreements.)

1
|
Answer: Contracts must be entered nto with our SS7 network provider, TSI These

contract;s involve a per transaction fee Yearly estimates would be
approximately $1,000 00




Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Nunmber
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

+
|

Yorkville Telephone Cooperative
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

1 J

Question 6: Identify any administrative function(s) change(s), internal and external to the
company, and the costs incurred to implement the change(s). (Administrative changes
would include additional personnel, office equipment and etc.)

Answer: Currently, a current staff member would be required to learn all functions
and processes relating to LNP



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone

Companies and Cooperatives Request for

' Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
! Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
‘ of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Yorkville Telephone Cooperative
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004
|

Question 7: Identify each cofmpany's total cost to implement local number portability.

[

[
|

Answer: Total Cost To Implement — Approximately $6,920 00



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone

Companies and Cooperatives Request for

. Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
' Portabuuty Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended

E Docket No. 03-00633

Yorkville Telephone Cooperative
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

'
|

1
Question 8: Provide the number of access lines each company has in service.

i
t
!

Answer: Access Lines — :Approx1mate]y 2,000



P

|

Tennessee Coalinion of Rural Incum"bent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number

i Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
l of the Communucations Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

\(orkville Telephone Cooperative
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 9: Identify, by company, if the FCC authorized local number portability charge,
as a regular monthly charge, is being imposed? If a LNP charge is being imposed by any
company, how much is the n;mnthly charge and when did the charge begin to show on
customer's billing invoices for each company?

Answer: Currently, Yorkville Telephone Cooperative has not implemented a
separate line item LNP charge on a customer’s monthly invoice
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Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone

Companies and Cooperan\ves Request for

Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number

Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)

\ of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
' Docket No. 03-00633

Yorkville Telephone Cooperative
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 10: Identify, by company, if there have been any previous requests from CLECs

or Wireless Service Providers for number portability? Provide copies of those rehuests
with the response.

Answer: Yorkville Telephone Cooperative has received a bona fide request from
Venizon|relating to LNP for wireline to wireless porting

10




Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone

Companies and Cooperan{)es Request for

Suspension of Wireline to Wtreless Number

Portability Obligations Pursuant to Sectlon 251()(2)

of the Communications Act of 1 934 as Amended

: Docket No. 03-00633

1

Yorkv111e Telephone Cooperative
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

l
!

Question 11: Identify, by coimpany, if the company can, or does, provide remote eall
forwarding, or like service features, as a subscription feature available to its consumers?

|
l

Answer: Yorkv1lle Telephone Cooperative does offer Call Forwarding tojour
customers for a charge of $2 00 per month

|
!
|
|
|
|

11
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; Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone

[ Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wtrleless Number

] Portabiity Obligations Pursuant to Section 251 (2)

X of the Communucations Act of 1934, as Amended

| Docket 1|\10. 03-00633

i

|

Ben Lomand Rural Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

|

|
Question 1: Has the company previously petitioned the FCC or the TRA requesting an
extension of time, or a modification of the FCC's rules regarding number portability? If
so, a copy of each company's filings should be provided with the response.

!

|

)
Answer: Ben Lomand Rural Telephone Cooperative, Inc has not previously
petltloned the FCC or the TRA for an extension of time, or modi fication of
the FCC' s rules regarding number portability

|
j
!
l




Question 2: Identify, by com
the petition of suspension of t

Answer:

Ben Lorrland Rural Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Respo'nse to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

The switch designation 1s McMinnville Rural and the exchanges are

Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obhigations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Commurnications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

pany, the switch designation(s), and exchange(s), for which
he FCC's rules is being sought.

931-934| 931-657 931-815
931-939] 931-738 931-686
931-394| 931-739 931-692
931-467 931-761
931-592 931-935
931-596 931-946
931-779 931-635
931-924 931-668




Question 3: Identify and describe the specific equipment, software, programming|or
other technical issues that make number portability technically infeasible for each

company.

Answer:

Ben Lomland Rural Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

We have
1

Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatwe"s Request for
Suspension of Wireline 1o er:eless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

no equipment limitation 1ssues




|

Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wtreless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251 N2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Ben Lomand Rural Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

)
Question 4: For each piece of equipment and/or software item that is required, identify the
costs to each company to purchase, install and test each item necessary for the
implementation of local number portability capability.

Answer: Not applicable




Tennessee Coalition of Rural lncumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperauves Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wtreless Number

i Portability Obligations Pursuant to Secuon 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934 as Amended

Docket No. 03-00633

Ben Lomland Rural Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question S: Identify the costs of each company, if any, of any contract(s) that muslt be
entered into to participate in number portability. (Any costs or contract(s) considered
required should not include ipterconnection agreements.)

Answer: There would be contracts for NEUSTAR registration and SOA contracts
with Vens1gn or Spirit  Most of these contracts are quantity based so 1t 15
difficult tto determine the costs




|
|

|
; Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
‘ Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
! Portability Obligations Pursuant to Secfuon 251(f)(2)
! of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
: Docket No. 03-00633
i
j

Ben Lomand Rural Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 6: Identify any adnllinistrative function(s) change(s), internal and external to the
company, and the costs incur:red to implement the change(s). (Administrative changes
would include additional personnel, office equipment and etc.)

|
{
§
i
!

Answer: The administrative changes would ivolve updates to NECA tanff No 4

The tesu;ng of porting between the wireless and wire line compaﬁles
There would also be itercompany 1ssued for the handling of porting.

These processes could require additional personnel cost of $65,000-
70,000 |

[

|




Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number

f Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
i of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Ben Lorr{1and Rural Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

t
Question 7: Identify each company's total cost to implement local number portability.

I
\
|
!

Answer: See answers to Questions 5 and 6



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for

' Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251()(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Ben Lomand Rural Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

I
Question 8: Provide the number of access lines each company has in service.
|

Answer: Ben Lorr'land Rural Telephone Cooperative, Inc has 35,954 access lines as
of December 31, 2003




l Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
i Companies and Cooperatives Request for
| Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
| Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f}(2)
i of the Communucations Act of 1934, as Amended
| Docket No. 03-00633
f

Ben Lomand Rural Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Respo;nse to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

]

Question 9: Identify, by company, if the FCC authorized local number portability charge,
as a regular monthly charge, is being imposed? If a LNP charge is being imposed by any
company, how much is the monthly charge and when did the charge begin to show on
customer's billing invoices for each company?

Answer: Ben Lorrlnand Rural Telephone Cooperative, Inc 1s not tmposing the
number portability charge as a regular monthly charge




Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

i

Ben Lomand Rural Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Respcfmse to Data Requests of January 14, 2004
|

|

Question 10: Identify, by corfnpany, if there have been any previous requests from CLECs
or Wireless Service Providers for number portability? Provide copies of those requests
with the response.

Answer: Copies of requests and responses are attached for Verizon, Cingular,
AT&T \l?Vlre]ess and Sprint PCS

10
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I Tennessee Coaliion of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
| Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
t Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
$ Docket No. 03-00633

Ben Lomand Rural Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

|

Question 11: Identify, by cor;npany, if the company can, or does, provide remote call
forwarding, or like service features, as a subscription feature available to its consumers?

Answer: Ben Lorriland Telephone can provide remote call forwarding as a
subscrlptlon feature

|

11
2448104 |
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KRASKIN, LESSE & COSSON, LLC
| ATTORNEYS A1 LAwW

|
TrLECOMMUNICATIONS MANAGEMENT CONSUI TANTS
f

2120 L Street, N W, Suite 520 Ielephone (202) 296-8890

Washington, D C 20037 Telecopier (202) 296-8893
January 28, 2004

Linda Godfrey

Interconnection, Numbenng and Mandates
yenzon Wircless!

2785 Mitchell Drive
Walnut Creek, CA 94598

Dear Ms. Godfrey:

We havc been asked by our chient, Ben Lomand Rural Telephone Cooperative (“Ben
Lomand™) to respond to yourlcorrespondcnce seeking deployment of number portability 1n
specific switch locations (the;"Request™) and completion of a “Service Level Agreement”
("SLA™) Ben Lomand 1s fully aware of 1ts obligations pursuant to applicable rules and
regulations of the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC™) to port numbers in those areas
where Venzon Wircless’ coverage ovcrlaps each of th rate centers owncd and controlled by Ben
Lomand as specificd in the Verizon Wireless request.’ In this regard, plcase note that Ben
Lomand has not waived any of its nghts with respect to applicable statute and regulation,
including, but not limited to the nght to seek suspenston of number portability obligations and
waiver of implementation deadhnes

We're reviewing the leA and will respond shortly. In the intenm, Ben Lomand requests
that Venzon Wireless consnder and propose the specific methodology by which the parties will
phystcally cxchange ported traf fic. We look forward to engaging in additional discussions
leading to the establishment of an agreement regarding the terms and condittons under which the
parties will engage 1n porting

1 Very truly yours,

'%/L.n Za’ Lk

F /
Sylvia Lesse T

cc.| Gail Woodlee
l

| Pursuant to Section 52 2’»(b)(2)(m) of the Commussion’s Rules (47 CF R § 32 23(b)(2)u). Ben | omand|
notifies Verizon Wircless that the hsl of switches (and their respectine CI LI desngnauon) specified in the
correspondence should be changed to reflect that all of Ben Lomand’s swatches are number portablc-capable

2 Ben Lomand 1s sccking suspension of number portability obhigations from the ['enncssee Regulatory

Authority
/ Attachment to Response #

to TRA's Data Re uest
14, 2004 q dated January !

] Docket No. 03-00633
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Interconnection/Numbering/Mandates ver ' ? on er eleSS

Verizon Wireless
2785 Mitche!! Drive MS 7-1
Walnut Creek, CA 94598

November 14, 2003

IMMEDIATE ATTENTION ;REQUESTED
Ben Lomand Rural Tclephone Co-Op

311 North Chancery
McMinnville, TN 37110

Re:  Local Number Ponabi'lity

Dear Gail Woodley :

The FCC has recently relterated the pre-existing deadlines for local number porting for wireless
and wireline carriers operating outside the Top 100 MSAs, effcctive May 24, 2004. Verizon
Wireless Cellco Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless would like to begin to complete a Service
Level Agreement (SLA) to ensure a2 smooth transition to number portability by establishing
proccdures to govern the cxchange of information during the porting process. Specifically, an

SLA would serve several purposes: memorialize the intercarrier communications processes that
the two carriers intend to follow, capture appropriate porting center and trouble contacts, and
contain the parties’ agrccment to successfully facilitate porting customers. If you have not
already rcccived a copy of our SLA, you can obtain one by contacting Sharon Cafias at 925-279-
6122 or email Sharon. Canas@Venzoan‘eless com.

If negotiating an SLA is not poss1ble in the next few weeks before the LNP deadline, Verizon
Wireless’s immediate concem is in obtaining, at minimum, a Tradiog Partner Profile (TPP). The
TPP would provide basic factual information necessary to accomplish portablhty and would
include those entities cove'redl by the profile and any back-office or porting center contacts,
Verizon Witcless plans to integrate this information into its information systems and also
ptovide it to personnel staffi n'g our porting center  Whether or not an SLA is ultimately
exccuted, sharing this type of factual information 1s necessary to facilitate porting as well as
fallout resolution. In this regard we have enclosed a copy of the TPP with appropriate contact
information. |

Please include a response to this request along with a point of contact for provision of TPP
information and/or SLA dxscussmns in a letter or email addressed to the undersigned. Thank you
for your immediate attention and cooperation.

Linda God%y % é

Member of Technical Staff
Interconnection Numbering and Mandates
Headquarters Network Operations Staff

Enclosurc




KIRASKIN, LESSE & COSSON, LLC
ATTORNLYS AT LAw
TELECOMMUNICATIONS MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS

2120 L Street, N W', Suste 520 Telephone (202} 296-8890
Washington, D C 20037 Telccopier (202) 296-8893

January 28, 2004

Susan Rilcy

Sr. Interconncction Manager
Supply Chain Managcment
Cingular Wireless

5565 Glenndge Connector, Suite 1520
Atlanta, Georgia 30342 !

t

Dear Ms Rilcy

We have been asked by|our client, Ben Lomand Rural Telephone Cooperative (“Ben
Lomand") to respond to your letter of November 28, 2003 requesting the dcployment of number
portability in specific switch locations Bcen Lomand 1s fully aware of its obligations pursuant to
applicable rules and regulatlonsi of the Federal Commumcations Commuisston (“"FCC") to port
numbers 1n those areas where C ‘ingular Wireless’ coverage overlaps cach of the rate cenlers
owned and controlied by Ben Lomand as specified in the Cingular Wireless request ' In this
regard, pleasc notc that Ben Lomdnd has not waived any of 1ts rights wath respect to apphcable
statute and regulation, mcludmg. but not himited to the nght to scek suspension of number
portability obligations and w anler of implementation deadlines *

Ben Lomand 1s aware Ih:al the coverage area of Cingular Wirelcss 1s not coextensive with
its telephone service arcas (see Attachment, copy of Cingular Wircless' coverage area depicted
on Cingular Wirelcss' web page and copy of Ben Lomand’s scrvice area) and, in fact. 1s
extremely limited Inasmuch as the FCC has spccificd that the obligation of a local exchange
camer’s obhgauon 10 port to a wireless carmer is defined as the area “where the requesting
wireless carmer’s ‘coverage ared’ ov erlaps lhe geographic location of the rate center in which the
customer’s wireline number is ;')ronsmned Ben Lomand requests specific identification of
those areas where Cingular Wireless believes that cov crage areas overlap To the extent that
Cingular Wireless plans scrvi 1ec extcnsion, Ben Lomand 1s, of course, prepared to entertain
future, additronal requests for portability deployment

|

! Pursuant 10 Section <2 23(b)(2)(m) of the Commmussion’s Rules (47 C I R § 52 23(b)(2)111). Ben Lomand
notifies Cingular that the hst of smtches (and their respective CLLI designation) spccxmd n the correspondence
should be changed to reflect that all of Ben I omand’s switches arc number portable-capable and that only one
switch, BCGVINXARSO, serves an area within one of the top 100 MSAs

z Ben Lomand 15 seeking s‘uspefmxon of number portability ubligations from the Tennessee Regulatory

Authority |

|
! In the Matter of Telephone Number Portabihity Cl14 Pention for Declaratory Ruling on Birehine-Bareles<

Porting Issucs Memarandum Opinion and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Ruh making CC Docket Nn Q<
1A FOC N 94 nuen 27 (ral Naw 10 2000 ’At
tachment to Response #

to TRA's Dat "
/1 42008 2 Request dated January

I‘ Docket No 03-00633

-



Ms Riley
January 28, 2004
Pagc Two

In addition to specifying the geographic area in which porting will occur, Ben Lomand
also requests that Cingular Wireless consider and propose the specific methodology by which the
parties will physically exchange ported traffic It 1s our understanding that no such arrangements
exist today

We look forward to reccipt of the requested responses and to engaging tn additional
discussions leading to the establishment of an agreement regarding the terms and conditions
under which the parties will engage in porting

Very truly yours,

<§/I_ ' Z&S}e_
Sl

Sylvia Lesse

cC: Gail Woodlet_:_
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Cingular Home Plans with depicted calling area require 2 GSM handset

* Il Cingular Tennessee Home Calling Ares
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~ Middle Tennessee

PRl
e
L R

Map depicts an approximation of outdoor coverage Map may include areas served by unaffiliated carners, and may depict their
licensed area rather than an approximation of the coverage there Actual coverage arca may differ substantially from map
graphics, and coverage may be affected by such things as terrain, weather, fohiage, bulldings and other construction, signal
strength, customer equipment and other factors, Cingutar does not guarantee coverage Charges will be based on the location of
the site receiving and transmutting the call, not the location of the subscriber Future Coverage, If depicted above,ls based on
current planning assumptions, but is subject to change and may not be relied upon
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. cingular

WIRELESS

November 28, 2003

Urgent Attention Required

Ben Lomand Telcphone Coop.
LNP Contract Mgr.

1111 Smithville Hwy
McMinnville, TN 37110

Dear LNP Contract Manager:

Cingular Wireless LLC, on behalf of its wireless subsidiarics and affiliates (“Cingular™),
is requesting the provistoning of portability with your company and subsidiaries and
affiliatcs (“*Company™) for end users within the Top 100 MSAs effective November 24,
2003 and 1n markets outside the Top 100 MSAs by May 24, 2004 in accordance with the
ECC’s Wireless Number Portability Orders.

Enclosed are Cingular's documents to facilitate the negotiation and porting process
between Cingular and your Company:

1. Trading Partner Profile
2. Bona Fidc Request (BFR)

The FCC's recent Order dated November 7, 2003 requires wireline/wircless carriers to
port with each other with or without an agreement. The F CC indicatcs that absent an
agreement, carriers need only share basic contact and technical information sufficient to
perform the port The Trading Partner Profile (Enclosure 1) contains Cingular's company
codes, port center and technical contacts, basic porting information and operating
procedures. Cingular requests you to provide basic technical and operatiop contact
information from your Company so we can enter it into our IT porting proccsses and
provide to port support personnel. Exchanging such information is needed to facihtate
porting and resolve conflicts with the porting process.

If your Company wishes to negotiate an agreement, please let me know and } wall send
our generic industry standard SLA.

Cingular has received requests and will be porting capable in its service areas within the
Top 100 markets by 11/24/03 and outside the Top 100 by 5/24/04. Cingular is requesting



B5/08
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your Company to provide portability in the switches identified in the BFR (Enclosurc 2).
If your Company has not received a BFR for a specific market, Cingular is requesting
that you identify the market and provide a list of these respective switches. We request
that you complete the attached form and return it to the undersigned contact for Cingular
within 10 days of receipt.

Thank you for your prompt attention and providing the Trading Partner Profile and other
requested information. If you have any questions, please don’t hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

}ZC(JMJ(_. KL@U&__

Susan Rilcy

Sr. Interconncction Manger

Supply Chain Management

5565 Glenridge Connector, Suite 1520
Atlanta, GA 30342

Phone: (404) 236-6902

Fax: (404) 236-6093

Email: susan.riley@cingular.com

Enclosures
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KRASKIN, LESSE & COSSON, LLC
ATTORNEYS AT Law
IELE(‘OMMUNI(‘ATIONS MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS

2120 L Street, N W, Suite 520 Felephone (202) 296-8890
Washington, D C 20037 Telecopier (202) 296-8893

January 28, 2004

Suzy Nieman

Manager, Camer Rclations
AT&T Wireless

7277 164" Ave NE
Redmond, Washington 98052

Dear Ms Nieman.

We have been asked by our client, Ben Lomand Rural Telephone Cooperatis ¢ (“Ben
Lomand”) to respond to your lettcr requesting the deployment of number portability 1n specific
switch locations Ben L.omand s fully aware of its obhigations pursuant to applicable rules and
regulations of the Federal Communications Commussion (“FCC™") to port numbers in thosc areas
where AT&T Wircless' coverage overlaps each of the rate centers owned and controlled by Ben
Lomand as specified in the AT&T Wircless request. In this regard, please note that Ben Lomand
has not waived any of its nghts with respect to applicable statute and regulation, including, but
not limited to the nght to seck suspension of number portability obligations and wan cr of
implementation deadlines.'

While your letter indicates an attachment of a form that you requcst Ben Lomand to
complete, no such form was attached. Plecase transmit the form at your convenience to Gatl
Woodlee at Ben Lomand and to me at the address provided above  We will review the form and
respond as appropnatc  Ben Lomand also requests that AT&T Wireless consider and propose
the specific methodology by which the parties will physically exchange ported traffic We look
forward to engaging 1n additional discussions leading to the cstablishment of an agrecment
regarding the terms and conditions under which the parties will engage 1n porting

Very truly yours,

r.5~ [ /,(:‘L
- TH k.
Sylvia Lesse

cc: Gail Woodlee

: Ben [.omand 1s seeking suspension of number portability obligations from the Tennessee Regulatory

Authority

! Attachment to Response #

to TRA's Data Request dated January
14, 2004 '

' Docket No. 03-00633

I
— J
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%mvweless
November 21, 2003

W. Slusher

Ben Lomand Rural Tel
PO Box 670
Mcminnville, TN 37110

Dear W. Slusher,

AT&T Wireless Services, Inc. is requesting provisioning of portability with your
company for end users outside the Top 100 MSAs by May 24", 2004 in
accordance with the FCC's Wireless Number Portability Orders.

Enclosed is a Bona Fide Request form with a list of markets outside the Top 100
MSAs in which AT&T Wireless Services, Inc. is requesting portability by May
24% 2004. Please indicate on the form whether each of your switches in the
markets on this list in which you operate is LNP capable. If a switch is not
currently LNP-capable, pursuant to the FCC's rules and requirements and this
Bona Fide Request, you must ensure that your switches in the markets on this
list are LNP capable by May 24, 2004.

t
We request that you complete the attached form and return to the undersigned
by December 4™, 2003.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Suzy Nieman

Manager, Carrier Relations
Phone: (425) 580 0845
Fax: (425) 580 8609

Suzanne.nieman@attws.com

AT&T Wireless Services 7277 164" Avenue NE Redmond, WA 98052



- KRASKIN, LESSE & COSSON, LLC
ATTORNEYS AT LAw
TELECOMMUNICATIONS MANAGEMENT CONSULTANIS

2120 L Street. N W, Suite 520 Telephone (202) 296-8890
Washington, D C 20037 Telecopier (202) 296-8893

January 28, 2004

Jeff Adnan

Industry Compliance and Operational Network Support, Numbering Solutions
Spnnt PCS

0580 dpnnt Parkway

Mailstop KSOPHWO0516-5B360

Overland Park, Kansas 66210

Dear Mr Adnan:

We have been asked by our clicnt, Ben Lomand Rural Telephone Cooperative (“Ben
Lomand”) to respond to your letter requesting the deployment of number portability 1n specific
switch locations Ben Lomand 1s fully aware of its obligations pursuant to applicable rules and
regulations of the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC™) to port numbers in those areas
where Spnint PCS” coverage overlaps each of the rate centers owned and controlled by Ben
Lomand as specified in the Spnnt PCS request. In this regard, please note that Ben Lomand has
not waived any of 1ts nghts with respect to applicable statute and regulation. including. but not
himited to the nght to seek suspension of number portabihty obhigations and waiver of
implementation deadlines !

Ben Lomand 1s aware that the coverage area of Spnint PCS 1s not coextensive with its
telephone service areas (see Attachment, copy of Spnnt PCS’ coverage area depicted on Spnnt
PCS’ web page and copy of Ben Lomand’s sen ice area) and, in fact, 1s extremely hmited
Inasmuch as the FCC has specified that the obligation of a local exchange carmer's obligation to
port to a wireless carmer is defined as the area “where the requesting wireless carmer’s ‘coverage
area’ overlaps the geographic location of the rate center in which the customer’s wireline number
1s provisioned,™ Ben Lomand requests specific identification of thosc arcas where Spnnt PCS
believes that coverage areas overlap. To the extent that Sprint PCS plans service extension, Ben
Lomand 1s, of course, preparcd to entertain future, additional requests for portability deployment

In addition to specifying the geographic area in which porting will occur, Ben Lomand
also requests that Sprint PCS consider and propose the specific methodology by which the
partics will physically exchange ported traffic It 1s our understanding that no such arrangements
exist today

! Ben Lomand 1s seeking suspension of number portability obhigations frum the lennessee Regulatory
Authority,

? In the Martter of Telephone Number Porsabilin CTIA Peation for Declaratory Ruling on Wirehine-Wireless
Porung Issues Memorandum Opinion and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemahing, CC Docket No 95-

116, FCC 03-284 para 22 (rel Nov 10, 2003) .
, ‘Attachment to Response # [Q
|

A}

to TRA's Data Request dated January

114, 2004
| Docket No. 03-00633
|

—




Mr. Adnan
January 28, 2004
Page Two

We look forward to receipt of the requested responses and to cngaging in additional
discussions leading to the establishment of an agreement regarding the terms and conditions
under which the parties will engage in porting.

Very truly yours,

/
L—%‘/u. o fcsse
MK

Sylvia Lesse

cc'|  Gail Woodlee |
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Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperanves Request for

{ Suspension of Wireline 10 Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)

i of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

I
Loretto Telephone Company, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004
|
i
Question 1: Has the company previously petitioned the FCC or the TRA requesting an

extension of time, or a modification of the FCC's rules regarding number portability? If
so, a copy of each company's filings should be provided with the response.

Answer: Loretto Telephone Co. has petitioned the FCC and the UNITED STATES
COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
CIRCUIT through our national organization — The Organization for the
Promot:mn and Advancement of Small Telecommunications Companies
(OPASiT CO) See Attached filings



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Loretto Telephone Company, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 2: Identify, by company, the switch designation(s), and exchange(s), for which
the petition of suspension of the FCC's rules is being sought.

Answer: LRTTTNXADSO  (931-853) LORETTO, TN
ETRGTNXADSO  (931-829) ETHRIDGE, TN
LEOMTXARSS (931-852) LEOMA, TN
STISTNXARSS (931-845) ST. JOSEPH, TN
FVPLTNXARSS (931-556) FIVE POINTS, TN



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperanves Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Loretto Telephone Company, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 3: Identify and describe the specific equipment, software, programming or
other technical issues that make number portability technically infeasible for each
company.

Answer: Through previous upgrades to our Siemens DCO switch we have obtained
some LNP functions We estimate that the cost to complete all upgrades,
for Hardware, Software, and SCAT technical assistance that the cost will
be $20,000



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Compares and Cooperanves Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portabiity Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Loretto Telephone Company, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 4: For each piece of equipment and/or software item that is required, identify the
costs to each company to purchase, install and test each item necessary for the
implementation of local number portability capability.

Answer: Some costs unknown at this time

As for the billing software charges we have been informed by our
programmers that 1t will be approximately $20,000 to do the programming
and test




Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline 1o Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)}(2)
of the Communcations Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Loretto Telephone Company, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 5: Identify the costs of each company, if any, of any contract(s) that must be
entered into to participate in number portability. (Any costs or contract(s) considered
required should not include interconnection agreements.)

Answer: At this ttme we do not know what contract(s) we will have to enter, nor
with who. We have personnel scheduled to attend seminars on LNP to
find out what we will have to do to deploy LNP Untl we have the
information on how/where LNP databases are going to be accessed we
cannot provide a cost at this time



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Loretto Telephone Company, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 6: Identify any administrative function(s) change(s), internal and external to the
company, and the costs incurred to implement the change(s). (Administrative changes
would include additional personnel, office equipment and etc.)

Answer: We understand that we have 4 days to port a number after we get a request
from a Wireless Carrier  We have one day for validation — to contact the
customer and vernify that the customer does want their number ported We
believe that we will have to add a person to just handle this workload.
This will depend on how many request we receive In the past we have not
had any success 1n contacting customer during the day.

We will have to modify our existing intra company records to reflect
ported numbers. We are going to have to forward ported number
information to various providers We believe that it will cost $150 per
ported number



Tennessee Coalution of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Loretto Telephone Company, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 7: Identify each company's total cost to implement local number portability.

Answer: We estimate (and 1t 1s only an estimate) that 1t will cost $50,000 to
implement LNP.



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperanves Request for
Suspension of Wireline 10 Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Loretto Telephone Company, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 8: Provide the number of access lines each company has in service.

Answer: As of December 31, 2003 Loretto Telephone Col had 6,300-access line 1n
service



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companties and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Poriability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Loretto Telephone Company, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 9: Identify, by company, if the FCC authorized local number portability charge,
as a regular monthly charge, is being imposed? If a LNP charge is being imposed by any
company, how much is the monthly charge and when did the charge begin to show on
customer's billing invoices for each company?

Answer: Loretto 1s not imposing a LNP charge to the customer



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companes and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Loretto Telephone Company, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 10: Identify, by company, if there have been any previous requests from CLECs
or Wireless Service Providers for number portability? Provide copies of those requests
with the response.

Answer: We have received a letter from Verizon Wireless and AT&T Wireless
concerning LNP

10



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Compantes and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline 1o Wireless Number
Poriability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Loretto Telephone Company, Inc. !
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 11: Identify, by company, if the company can, or does, provide remote call
forwarding, or like service features, as a subscription feature available to its consumers?

Answer: Loretto Telephone Co does provide remote call forwardjm g
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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of
Telephone Number Portability CC Docket No. 95-116

CTIA Petitions for Declaratory Ruling on
Wireline-Wireless Porting Issues

EMERGENCY JOINT PETITION FOR PARTIAL STAY AND CLARIFICATION

Pursuant to Sections 1 41, 1 43 and 1 106(n) of the Commlssnlon's Rules,' the
Independent Telephone and Telecommunications Alhance (ITTA), the National
Telecommunications Cooperative Association (NTCA), and the Organization for the
Promotion and Advancement of Small Telecommunications Companies (OPASTCO)
seek a partial stay of the Memorandum Opinion and Order and Furtlller Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking, Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket No 95-116, FCC 03-
284 (released November 10, 2003) (the “Order”). ITTA, OPASTCO, and NTCA
collectively represent the vast majority of rural, small and mid-sized incumbent local
exchange carmers (ILECs) Individual Association members each serve less than two

percent of the Nation’s subscriber lines (hereafter the 2 Percent Carriers) (The ITTA,

NTCA and OPASTCO are collectively referred to herein as “Petitioners )

! 47CFR §§141,143and 1 106(n)

ITTA, NTCA, OPASTCO CC Docket 95-116
November 21, 2003 ‘



This request for Stay 1s submutted by each petitioner on behalf of its respective
member Local Exchange Carriers (“LECs”), each of which 1s a LEC that serves fewer
than 2 percent of the Nation’s subscriber lines 2 Petitioners respectfully submut that, with
respect to the 2 Percent Carriers, good cause exists to Stay the effectiveness of the
Memorandum Opinion and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking,
Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket No 95-116, FCC 03-284 (released November
10, 2003) (the “Order”)

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

The Request for Stay of the Order with Respect to the 2 Percent Carriers 1s
Consistent with the Established Criteria for Grant of a Stay Request and the
Commusston’s Commitment to Consideration of Rural Carriers and Rural Customer
Concerns The Petitioners emphasize to the Commission that the intent of this request 1s
not to stop or impede the evolution of either competition or local number portability
(LNP). The purpose of this request 1s to ensure, consistent with the explicit
Congressional intent set forth 1n the Act, that the provision® of wireline-to-wireless LNP
in the areas served by the 2 Percent Carriers 1s implemented in a manner that. 1) 1s
technically feasible, 2) 1s not unduly economically burdensome, 3) does not result in a

significant adverse impact on users of telecommunications service generally, and 4) 1s

2 See, Section 251(f)(2) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended (the “Act”)

3 Petitioners are aware that the Commussion has issued an Order 1n this proceeding dated November
20, 2003, in which the Commuission denies a Joint petition for Stay filed by the United States Telecom
Association and CenturyTel of Colorado, Inc  (the “Joint Petition™) Petitioners will not herein repeat the
arguments that the Commussion has addressed 1n the Order denying the Joint Petition except to the extent
that the record and the public domain demonstrate the existence of facts limited to the concerns of the 2
percent carriers that have not previously been addressed The Petitioners and their individual members
reserve all nghts with respect to seeking relief from a court of competent jurisdiction regarding any and all
1ssues associated with the Order including those matters addressed by the Commussion 1n 1ts November 20,
2003 denial of the Joint Petition

ITTA, NTCA, OPASTCO 2 CC Docket 95-116
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consistent with the public mterest, convenience and necessity.*

The recognition of the distinction of the characteristics and concerns regarding the
2 Percent Carriers and their customers from the larger ILECs was first statutorily codified
1n the Telecommunications Act of 1996 The Commussion, however, has a long history
of policymaking both prior to and subsequent to 1996 that reflects the recognition of
these distinctions In fact, the consideration of these characteristics and distinctions has
formed the basis for the Commussion’s thoughtful adoption of policy affecting rural
subscribers and their rural incumbent providers *

The Order, 1n contrast to the ngorous consideration of the distinct characteristics
and concerns of the 2 Percent Carriers and their customers afforded by the Commission
1n other policy decisions, does not address and resolve rural deployment concerns The
Petitioners respectfully submut that the Commussion’s review of information on the
record 1n this proceeding and otherwise 1n the public domain demonstrates that good
cause exists to Stay the effectiveness of the Order with respect to the 2 Percent Carriers

The Petitioners and other parties will undoubtedly seek formal reconsideration
and clanification of the 1ssues and concerns raised hereitn  'When the Commussion
addresses the specific 1ssues and concerns of the 2 Percent Carriers, Petitioners expect
that the Commussion will, consistent with its tradition of consideration and concern for
1ssues affecting rural consumers and their service providers, modify the requirements for
wireline-to-wireless LNP established 1n the Order with respect to the application of those

requirements to the 2 Percent Carriers

4 See, Section 251(f)(2) of the Act The referenced criteria are those that are considered by a State
Commussion, pursuant to the Act, when determining whether a Section 251(b) or (c) interconnection
requirement should be suspended or modified 1n the service areas of a 2 Percent Carrier

5 See, e g, Rural Task Force Order, 16 FCC Rcd 11244 (rel May 23, 2001)
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As demonstrated below, irreparable harm will result in the absence of the
requested Stay Two Percent Carriers will be subjected to technically infeasible
compliance deadlines and resulting enforcement actions 8 They will also be required to
invest limited resources 1 otherwise unnecessary efforts to comply with technical aspects
of the Order that disregard the operational realities of the interconnection arrangements
that wireless carriers have generally established with the networks of the 2 Percent
Carriers Moreover, in the absence of a Stay of the application of the Order to the 2
Percent Carners, the opportunity contemplated by Congress for the State Commuissions to
exercise their nghts and judgment 1n determining whether the deployment of number
portability 1s 1n the public nterest 1n the service areas of the 2 Percent Carriers could be
adversely affected 7 Although wireless carriers may protest that the Stay will harm their
competitive efforts, any such asserted harm 1s not irreparable The P’etltloners
respectfully submut that the interests of all parties will be better served by ensuring that
the deployment of number portability 1n the rural areas of the nation 1s achieved 1n a
thoughtful manner that does not harm consumers or disregard the very real operational

and network 1ssues that must be addressed prior to any number being ported accurately 8

6 See, Order atn 76

7 See, Sec 251(f)(2) of the Act In this regard, the Petitioners are concerned that the Commussion
may have 1nadvertently signaled an attempt to preempt the nights of State Commussions In the context of
1ts determuination that interconnection agreements are not necessary for mtermodal' porting, the Commuission
states “We also do not believe that the state regulatory oversight mechanism provided by Section 251 1s
necessary to protect consumers 1n this limited instance ” Order at para 36 Apart from the fact that the
Commussion made no effort to substantiate how such a conclusory assertion meets the standards for
forbearance set forth in Section 10 of the Act, the Commussion cannot forbear from a function expressly
delegated by Congress to State Commuissions to exercise Pending action on forthcoming petitions for
reconsideration and clanfication to establish that the Commission has not preempted the rights of the State
Commussions pursuant to Section 251, Stay of the effectiveness of the Order with respect to the 2 Percent
Carriers 1s warranted \

8 As described herein, 1n general wireless carriers do not have direct connectivity to the networks of
the 2 Percent Carriers Calls from wireline carriers to a point of interconnection with a wireless carrier
beyond the wireline carrier’s network are transported generally by interexchange carriers or intraLATA toll
ITTA, NTCA, OPASTCO 4 : CC Docket 95-116
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True consumer benefit from LNP can be achieved only 1f the porting process will
actually work 1 such a manner to meet consumer expectations. The implementation and
network challenges associated with LNP 1n rural markets 1s real and musts be addressed.
Accordingly, grant of the Stay requested by the Petitioners on behalf of the 2 Percent
Carriers will serve the overall and balanced consideration of the public mterest *

I. The Compliance Deadlines Established by the Order are not Consistent with
the Operations and Characteristics of the 2 Percent Carriers.

The Order requires wireline carriers operating within the top 100 Metropolitan
Statistical Areas (MSAs) to support wireline-to-wireless porting by November 24,
2003 '° The language of the Order suggests that the Commussion’s intent may have been
to provide the 2 Percent Carriers with a “transition period” to “help ensure a smooth
transition” in the deployment of number portability 1n their service areas

(F)or wireline carriers operating 1n areas outside of the 100 largest MSAs,
we hereby waive, until May 24, 2004, the requirement that these carners
port numbers to wireless carriers that do not have a point of
interconnection or numbering resources in the rate center where the
customer’s wireline number 1s provisioned We find that this transition
period will help ensure a smooth transition for carriers operating outside
of the 100 largest MSAs and provide them with sufficient time to make
necessary modifications to their systems '

carners that charge for their interexchange services These wireline to wireless calls are not “local
exchange service " See Section 111, infra

9 The Petitioners’ request 1s, accordingly, consistent with the criteria for Stay 1) Petitioners are
likely to prevail on the merts, 2) ireparable harm will result 1n the absence of Stay, and 3) consideration of
the effect on other parties in contrast to the overall public interest warrants grant of the Stay Virgimia
Petroleum Jobbers Ass'nv FPC, 259 F 2d 921, 925 (D C Cir 1958), see also, Washington Metropolitan
Transit Comnussion v Holiday Tours, Ind , 559 F 2d 841 (D C Cir 1977)

10 Order at para 29

11 Id Moreover, Commussioner Adelstein, in supporting the Commussion’s waiver of LNP
obligations for carrers operating outside of the top 100 MSAs until May 24, 2004, indicated that this
decision was made because of “certain limitations on the ability of the nation’s smallest LECs to
technically provide LNP ” Commuissioner Martin also noted that small and rural carriers require this
additional time 1n order to overcome the burdens associated with LNP deployment See, Id, Separate
Statements of Commissioners Jonathan S Adelstein and Commissioner Kevin J Martin
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Unfortunately, the realization of the intent expressed by the Commussion to provide a
transition cannot be achieved 1n the absence of the requested Stay because of the
operational factual realities and network charactenstics of the 2 Percent Carriers that are

not addressed and resolved by the Order

A. Unlike the Larger LECs that are the predominant service providers in
the top 100 MSAs, the 2 Percent Carriers have not been required
under the Commission’s existing rules to deploy number porting
capability.

When the Comnussion released the Order on November 10, 2003 establishing the
compliance deadline for wireline-to-wireless portability in the top 100 MSAs for
November 24, 2003 (two weeks after the 1ssuance of the Order), 1t clearly did not
consider that many 2 Percent Carriers serve small portions of the access lines in the top
100 MSAs ' Given the language cited above reflecting the Commussion’s intent to
provide a “transition period” for carriers operating outside of the top 100 MSAs, 1t 1s
likely that the Commussion may have assumed that the carriers providing service in the
top 100 MSAs have already deployed the hardware and software necessary to support
number porting With the development of competitive local exchange carnier (CLEC)
competition 1n urban areas, the Commission may have expected that bona fide requests

and the resulting deployment of number portability in the switches of the large carriers

that predominantly serve these markets has already taken place '* Under these

12 In those instances where 2 Percent Carriers serve portions of the top 100 MSAs, their service 1s
generally provided in the more rural areas of those MSAs contiguous to the greater portion of the Carner’s
operations 1n rural market areas The access hines served 1n the top 100 MSAs by a 2 Percent Carrier
generally represents a relatively small percentage of that carrier’s total operations

13 Under the Commussion’s existing rules, service provider portability at the same location has been
available upon request since December 31, 1998 47 CFR § 52 23
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circumstances, and setting aside all of the other aspects of the Order that subject it to
challenge, we take no position whether 1t may be unreasonable, arbitrary or capricious to
provide only two weeks notice of the requirement to support intermodal wireline-to-
wireless LNP

These circumstances, however, are not the circumstances applicable to the 2
Percent Carriers  In general, the service areas served by the 2 Percent Carriers (with
operations both inside and outside of the top 100 MSAs) have not been subjected to
requests for number portability from CLECs Accordingly, and consistent with the
Commusston’s Rules and Regulations, the 2 Percent Carriers have not generally deployed
the hardware and software 1n their switches to support number portability in their
operations whether mnside or outside of the top 100 MSAs except where they may have
received BFR’s from wirehine carriers or CLECs within the rate center. For these
carriers, 1t 1s technically infeasible to support wireline-to-wireless number portability 1n
accordance with the Order by November 24, 2003. With respect to the 2 Percent
Carriers, Stay of the effectiveness of the Order 1s necessary to avoid a clearly arbitrary
result So, contrary to the Commussion’s assertions, rural LECs have not necessarnly had
years to prepare for LNP 1n their markets.

A two-week notice 1s an unquestionably mnadequate period within which to deploy
wireline-to-wireless number porting capability in switches that have not previously been
upgraded to support portability The Commussion’s rules provide for a six-month period
to deploy hardware or switch changes from the time of receipt of a legitimate request for

portability '*

14 47 CFR § 5223
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Moreover, with the November 2003 Order denying the Joint Petition filed by the
Unuted States Telecom Association (USTA and CenturyTel, Inc , the Commission
appears to indicate that, absent a bona fide request from a wireless carrier, LNP
deployment 1s not expected. Prior to November 10, 2003, and the release of the
Commussion’s Order, no person or entity could maintain with certamnty that a request for
intermodal portability, as described in the Order, could possibly be bona fide In fact, the
subject matter of the CTIA’s request for declaratory ruling necessarly imphed the very
presence of uncertainty regarding the legitimacy of this new type of intermodal
portability '* Good reason existed for the CTIA’s uncertainty The intermodal portability
that the wireless carriers seek does not require the customer to utilize the ported number
“at the same location” where the number was previously used prior to porting 16

Without reaching all of the legal challenges which the Order will undoubtedly
encounter, the Commission can address and grant this request for Stay based on the facts

before it The CTIA submutted its initial declaratory ruling request on January 23, 2003

15 See, joint comments filed by NTCA and NECA, and comments filed by OPASTCO on Feb 26,
2003 i response to, Comments Sought on CTIA Petition for Declaratory Ruling That Wireline Carriers
Must Provide Portability to Wireless Carriers Operating Within Their Service Areas, CC Docket No 95-
116, 18 FCC Rcd 832 (2003) and also OPASTCO comments filed June 13, 2003 1n response to, Comment
Sought on CTIA Petition for Declaratory Ruling on Local Number Portability Implementation Issues, CC
Docket No 95-116, CC Docket No 95-116, DA 03-1753 (rel May 22, 2003), and also NTCA reply
comments filed June 24, 2003 1n response to Comment Sought on CTIA Petition for Declaratory Ruling on
Local Number Portability Implementation Issues, CC Docket No 95-116, DA 03-1753 (rel May 22, 2003)

16 See, Section 3(30) of the Act which defines number portability in the context of use of the number
““at the same location,” not the same service area, not the same CMRS license area, not within the same
LATA, and not rated to the same rate center - but “at the same location.” As previously noted, the
Petitioners reserve their nghts with respect to seeking relief from a court of competent jurisdiction
regarding any and all 1ssues associated with the Order including the 1ssue of whether the Order exceeds the
Commussion’s authority At the end of the day, the Commaission cannot escape the fact that the requirement
to provide number portability 1s established in Section 251 of the Act and number portabihity 1s defined by
Section 3 (30) of the Act The Order clearly requires number portability beyond the scope of the
Commussion’s authority The disregard of the statutory limitations and subsequent requirement of
investment by the 2 Percent Carriers, the consequent additional cost burden on the consumers they serve,
and the likely anticipated competitive loss (compounded by the existing restrictions on wireless-to-wireline
porting) will cause ureparable harm and disservice to the overall public interest Good cause exists to grant
the requested Stay
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The Commussion’s guidance was not provided until November 10, 2003 During the
intervening period, there was no basis for any LEC to act to support the type of
intermodal LNP requested by the wireless carriers

Clearly, pending the 1ssuance of the Commussion’s guidance regarding the 1ssues
raised by the CTIA, 1t would have been irresponsible for any LEC to mcur significant
mnvestments 1n software upgrades or new switches to accommodate the intermodal
portability requests, investments which may or may not have been consistent with the
Commussion’s ultimate decisions but which would have unavoidably imposed additional
cost burdens on consumers In fact, the Commuission itself in announcing the 1ssuance of
the Order stated 1n 1ts November 12, 2003 Daily Digest, “FCC CLEARS WAY FOR
LOCAL NUMBER PORTABILITY BETWEEN WIRELINE AND WIRELESS
CARRIERS ” The existence of uncertainty, confusion and the need for clarification was
well known and understood by all parties and by the Commuission Under these
circumstances, the 2 Percent Carriers should not be subjected to a two-week notice period
to deploy a service that the Commussion’s own rules provide a six-month notice period
prior to provisioning The Petitioners submut that the requested Stay should be granted
To put the intermodal portability deadline 1n perspective, the wireless industry required at
least 18-24 months to prepare for intermodal probability It 1s neither reasonable nor

practicable to subject the Petitioners to the November 24, 2003 complhance deadline !’

17 Petitioners recognize and anticipate that carriers may seek watver of this requirement as noted 1n
the Order at para 30  The public interest will be further served by grant of the requested Stay which will
obviate the necessity of the Commussion’s devotion of resources to the processing of the large number of
anticipated waiver requests
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B. Good Cause Exists to Stay the Effectiveness of the Order on the 2
Percent Carriers Pending Reconsideration and Clarification of
Additional Aspects of the Compliance Deadlines Established in the

Order.

The concerns of the Petitioners and the 2 Percent Carriers with the comphiance
deadlines set forth 1n the Order are not limuted to those instances where a 2 Percent
Carrier serves a portion of a top 100 MSA The language of paragraph 29 of the Order
unfortunately lends 1itself to ambiguity and resulting controversies For example,
although the Order requires wireline carriers to support wireline-to-wireless LNP 1n the
top 100 MSAs by November 24, 2003, the compliance deadline does not address a
situation common to many 2 Percent Carriers that serve a small portion of a top 100 MSA
utihzing a switch that 1s located outside of that MSA  Although the Commuission’s rules
provide that LNP 1s requested on a switch specific basis,'® the language establishing the
compliance deadlines 1s not clear Isa 2 Percent Carrer required to support LNP in the
small portion of a top 100 MSA regardless of where its switch 1s located, or only 1f its

switch 1s 1n a top 100 MSA?"°

18 47CFR § 5223

19 The ambiguities regarding the application of the compliance deadlines established by the Order
are further exacerbated by questions regarding the determination of what constitutes the “top 100 MSAs”
for purposes of the Order The Commission must address the ramifications of the revised definitions of
MSAs by the Census Bureau which were effective June 6, 2003 Petitioners understand that the
Commussion treats an MSA that was once 1n the top 100 MSAs as a “top 100 MSA™ not withstanding that
1t may no longer be included 1n the top 100 MSAs The petitioners are unaware, however, of how the
Commussion treats a specific county that was once associated with a top 100 MSA, but 1s no longer
associates with that MSA  Simularly, the Petitioners are aware of circumstances where 2 Percent rural
carriers are associated with newly established non-top 100 MSAs which were once incorporated into
another MSA 1n the top-100 MSAs
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Equally troubling and a likely source of otherwise unnecessary disputes between parties
1s the following language from the Commussion’s Order

(F)or wireline carriers operating i areas outside of the 100 largest
MSAs, we hereby waive, until May 24, 2004, the requirement that these
carriers port numbers to wireless carriers that do not have a point of
interconnection or numbering resources 1n the rate center where the
customer’s wireline number 1s provisioned 2%(Underscoring added)

Ths 1s the same language cited m Section A above which the Petitioners believe the
Commusston adopted to provide the 2 Percent Carniers with a transition period The
underscored language, however, raises unanswered questions and concerns Even ifa 2
Percent Carrier provides no service in a top 100 MSA, the underscored words will likely
be used by a wireless carrier to request immediate mtermodal portab111ty on the basis of
an assertion that the wireless carrier has “a point of mterconnection or numbering
resources 1n the rate center where the customer’s wireline number 1s provisioned ”
Because of this ambiguity 1n the cited language, the apparent objective to provide
the 2 Percent Carriers with a transition period 1s not achieved Moreover, the words
“pornt of nterconnection or numbering resources in the rate center” raise additional
ambiguities and uncertainties, as the Commuission 1s aware Issues exist within pending
proceedings at the Commussion with respect to what constitutes a “point of
interconnection” when a wireless carrier elects to utilize mndirect interconnection to the
network of a 2 Percent Carrier Simularly, questions regarding what legitimately

constitutes a numbering resource 1n a rate center are also pending 21 Asaresult of the

20 Order at para 29

21 Within the context of the Commission’s consideration of intercarrier compensation 1ssues there are
numerous pending matters addressing various aspects of wireline/wireless interconnection including the
treatment of so-called “transit traffic,” obligations regarding the routing and rating of traffic and the
utilization of rate centers, and the use of “phantom NXXs ” In this regard, the Order references the Sprint
petition for Declaratory Ruling Order atn 75
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lack of clanty and certainty with respect to these matters, otherwise unnecessary
controversies and disputes will undoubtedly arise in the context of a request to a 2
Percent Carner for portability The obvious need for clarification and reconsideration of

these matters further substantiates the good cause that exists to grant the requested Stay 2

IL. The Technical requirements of the Order Regarding the Rating and Routing
of Calls to Ported Numbers are not Factually Consistent with the Operations
and Characteristics of the 2 Percent Carriers.

A. It is Technically Infeasible for the 2 Percent Carriers to Comply Fully
with the Requirements of the Order With Respect to Routing and
Rating of Calls to Ported Numbers.

As discussed above, the service and operational characteristics of the 2 Percent
Carriers are distinct from the larger carriers that predominantly serve the top 100 MSAs
Unlike the larger carriers, the 2 Percent Carriers have generally not received requests
from CLECs for LNP and, consequently, their switches are not technically capable of
supporting intermodal portability to customers residing mside or outside of the top 100
MSAs Dastinctions between the 2 Percent Carriers and the larger carriers also exist with
respect to the network arrangements (or lack thereof) in place with wireless carrers
These distinctions render 1t technically infeastble for 2 Percent carriers to comply

generally with the rating and routing requirements established by the Order

22 The Petitioners have also been concerned that the broad language utilized 1n the Order at para 29
may be interpreted to require the 2 Percent Carriers to deploy intermodal porting capability by either
November 24, 2003 or May 24, 2004 irrespective of whether or not they have recerved BFR for portability
from a carmer As noted above, the November 20, 2003 decision denying the Joint Petition, states that
“carriers do not need to deploy LNP until receiving a request from another carrier to do so ” The Petitioners
believe that 1t 1s imperative that this interpretation of relevant statutes be confirmed, so that small and rural
LECs have a reasonable degree of certainty with regards to their LNP-associated obligations
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Specifically, the Order requires that “calls to the ported number will continue to be rated
1n the same fashion as they were prior to the port As to the routing of calls to ported
numbers, 1t should be no different than 1f the wireless carrier had assigned the customer a
new number rated to that rate center ” > The quote reflects an apparent assumption that
the Commuission has made that somehow a wireless carrier may have a right to
“associate” a number with a rate center and thereby automatically ensure that calls to that
number will be treated by an onginating LEC as a “local exchange service” call # While
the Commussion’s assumption may or may not be correct in the areas served by larger
carriers that have deployed network facilities throughout a Local Access Transport Area
(LATA) or region, this assumption 1s most definitely not correct with respect to 2 Percent
Carrers.

Neither interconnection between two carriers nor the establishment of an
Extended Area Service (EAS) route between two carriers occurs automatically or by
regulatory fiat Interconnection occurs within the framework of Section 251 of the Act
and 1s imitiated by a request of one carrier to another, interconnection 1s not a product of

spontaneous generation > Simularly, the establishment of an EAS route does not occur 1n

23 Order at para 28

24 The Petitroners note with concern that this apparent assumption regarding the treatment of traffic
from a wireline carrier to a wireless carrier appears to prejudge i1ssues pending before the Commission n
the Sprint Petition for Declaratory Ruling

25 In this regard, the Petitioners reiterate their concern with the Commission’s statement, “We also
do not believe that the state regulatory oversight mechanism provided by Section 251 1s necessary to
protect consumers 1n this Iimited instance ” Order at para 36 Petitioners urge the Commuission to guard
against any party that attempts to avoid the statutorily estabhished framework of request, negotiation, and
state Commuission arbitration, if necessary Forbearance 1n this instance may be a disservice to the public
interest The Commussion bases 1ts forbearance on an assumption that “number portability, by itself, does
not create new obligations with regard to exchange of traffic between the carriers involved 1n the port ”
Order at para 36 The Commussion should be aware that this statement 1s not factually sustamable in the
nstance of most of the 2 Percent Carners which do not have an established relationship with wireless
carriers that have elected to transport traffic to the customers of the 2 Percent Carriers via a third party
carrier
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the absence of negotiation and agreement regarding the exchange of traffic between t‘he
two carriers
Irrespective of the factual assumptions implicit 1n the Order, the fact 1s that 1f a
call 1s ported to a wireless carrier that has no established interconnection arrangement
with a 2 Percent Carrier, the “calls to the ported number” cannot be rated “in the same
fashion as they were prior to the port »26 In the absence of an established mterconnection
arrangement with a wireless carrier, calls from wireline carners to the network of the
wireless carrier are generally carried by the oniginating end user’s choice of toll carrier or
mterexchange carrier (IXC)
Where the Order directs wireline carriers to route “calls to ported numbers ! no
different than if the wireless carrier had assigned the customer a new number rated to that
rate center,” the routing will be to the originating wireline customer’s chosen toll or IXC

1n those 1nstances where a wireless carrier has failed to establish an iterconnection

arrangement with the wireline carrier pursuant to Section 251 of the Act Under these

circumstances, the wireline carrier 1s unable to comply with the requirement of the Order

2

to rate calls to the ported number “in the same fashion as they were prior to the port
The rating 1s performed by the originating customer’s toll or interexchange service

provider

1

|
26 In fact, the Commission should be aware that 2 Percent Carriers do not “rate” calls within a local
exchange service calling scope “Rating” 1s a function performed by toll or interexchange carriers
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B. The Order Disregards the Factual Realities Regarding the Networks
and Operations of the 2 Percent Carriers; the Order Disregards the
Consumer Confusion and Dissatisfaction that will Result in the
Absence of a Grant of the Requested Stay.

Petitioners are concerned by the Order’s disregard for the specific operational and

network charactenistics of the 2 Percent Carriers and of the factual realities regarding the
existing exchange of traffic between the 2 Percent Carriers and wireless carriers. The
Commussion should be aware that each of the Petitioners and their members have met
with Commuission Staff in this proceeding and numerous other proceedings to set forth
and explain these factual realities >’ Acknowledgement and understanding of these
fundamental operational realities 1s vital not only within this proceeding, but 1n each jof
the pending proceedings before the Commuission which will impact the provision of
universal service in the areas served by the 2 Percent Carriers 8
In this regard, Petitioners observed with distress the following statement in the
November 20, 2003, Order denying the Joint Petition filed by the USTA and CenturyTel
Finally, with no factual backup, petitioners assert that there 1s no
established method for routing and billing calls ported outside of the local
exchange We note that today, in the absence of wireline-to-wireless LNP,

calls are routed outside of local exchanges and routed and billed correctly.
We thus find that, without more explanation, the scope of the alleged

27 Ex Parte meetings with FCC Commissioners, their advisors or bureau staff held July 31 with the
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau, on September 4 with Commissioner Adelstein and his legal advisor
for spectrum 1ssues, Commuissioner Copps and legal advisor Paul Margre, on September 9 with Sheryl
Wilkerson, an advisor to Chairman Powell and Trey Hanbury from the Office of General Counsel, onl
September 17 with Barry Ohlson, legal advisor to Commussioner Adelstein, Jason Williams, special
assistant to Commussioner Martin, Paul Margie, legal advisor to Commuissioner Copps, Sheryl Wilkerson,
legal advisor to Chairman Powell & Jennifer Manner, senior counsel to Commuissioner Abernathy, on
September 29 with Commissioner Martin and his legal advisor Sam Feder, on October 21 with FCC staff
Bill Maher, Carol Mattey, Paul Garnett, Cheryl Callan, Eric Einhorn and Rob Tanner

28 As the Commusston 1s aware, 1t 15 this basic concern for the welfare of customers 1n the rural areas
generally served by the 2 Percent Carriers that lead Congress to statutonly 1dentify and provide distinct
treatment for the 2 Percent Carriers with respect to the determination of interconnection requirements
pursuant to Section 251 of the Act
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problem and 1ts potential effect on consumers 1s unclear 2

To those committed to investment 1n telecommunications nfrastructure throughout rural

America, the tone and content of the quoted statement 1s chulling. With deference and
respect, the Petitioners will endeavor to summarize the “factual backup” and explanation
of the problem and 1ts potential effect on consumers

Contrary to the Commussion’s apparent factual misunderstanding, the 2 Percent
Carriers do not provision local exchange services that mnvolve transport responsibility or
network functions beyond their own networks within their respective service areas | This
fact 1s 1n stark contrast to the networks of the Regional Bell Operating Companies
(RBOCs) It 1s particularly disheartening to the Petitioners that the Order acknowledges
the limutations of the RBOCs “to route calls outside of LATA boundaries,° but fails to
acknowledge and recognize that the 2 Percent Carrers are physically and technically
limited to transport traffic within their exchange boundaries and to points of
interconnections at their boundanes

Unlike the RBOCs that transport traffic throughout a LATA over their established
network facilities, the interconnection obligations and technical capabilities of the 2
Percent Carriers are limuted to therr local exchange networks which are geographically
limited by the bounds of their ncumbent service territory  Telecommunications services
provided to end users which involve transport responsibility to interconnection with the
networks of other carriers at points beyond a 2 Percent Carrier’s service area network are

provided by toll or IXCs, and not by the 2 Percent Carrier

29 In the Matter of Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket No 95-116, Order released Novlember
20, 2003 at para 9

30 Orderatn 75 1
I
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The toll carrier or IXC chosen by the end user customer 1s responsible for the,
transport and network functions for the transmission of the calls destined to points
beyond the network of the 2 Percent Carrier The toll carner or IXC “carries” the call to
1ts destination for termination to the called party, generally utihizing the switched
interconnection and termination services of the carner serving the customer on the other
end of the call Accordingly, calls that are originated by customers of 2 Percent Carriers

and destined to network interconnection points beyond the network of the 2 Percent

Carrier are both “routed” and “rated” by the customer’s chosen toll carrier or IXC wl’uch,
1n fact, 1s the service provider for such calls The functional involvement of the 2 Pe‘rcent
Carrier with respect to such calls 1s limited to the provision of mterexchange access
services on an equal basis to IXCs that compete to provide interexchange services to|the
end user

In the absence of a factually and legally sound determination of these specific

network 1ssues, there 1s no basis to establish a method for routing and billing calls ported
outside of the local exchange “in the same fashion as they were prior to the port ” The
Commussion states, as quoted above, “that today, 1n the absence of wireline-to-wireless
LNP, calls are routed outstde of local exchanges and routed and billed correctly ” The
statement 18 true, but 1n the mstance of calls from customers of 2 Percent Carriers to
wireless carriers that have failed to establish interconnection with the 2 Percent Carner,
the Commuission must recognize the fact that the calls are “routed and billed correctly” by
the originating customer’s toll carrier or IXC which charges the origimmating end user
customer for the interexchange service

The Petitioners are concerned that the Order’s disregard for the operational

realities set forth above leads the Commussion also to disregard the potential effect of the
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Order on consumers. As described above, a 2 Percent Carrier does not have the
technical ability to transport a call beyond 1ts network boundary When a number 1s

ported under these circumstances to a wireless carrer, the 2 Percent Carrlers are

concerned that their end users originating a call to such a number will continue to dial the
number as a “local exchange service call ” The call will travel from the end user to the
switch of the 2 Percent Carrier The switch will perform a database dip and determuine
that the destination number 1s now assigned to a wireless carrier The switch will look
for a trunk to switch the call to, but 1t wall find no trunk because the wireless carrier has
not established interconnection In all likelihood, the customer will exther. 1) receive a
message that the call cannot be completed as dialed, or 2) the call will be completed as
dialed, but will be routed through the originating customer’s presubscribed IXC, who will
m-turn bill said customer the associated toll charges for transport of the call to the
terminating wireless carrier

As noted by the Order, though perhaps not fully understood, “the routing of calls
to ported numbers  should be no different than 1f the wireless carrier had assigned the
customer a new number rated to that rate center.” In the described circumstances, and
urespective of the wireless carrier’s unilateral assignment of a “rate center,” when the
wireless carrier has not established interconnection, the only technical means for the|call
to move from the onginating end user to the wireless network 1s over the 1nterexchar,1ge
facihities of the originating customer’s long distance provider

This 1s the set of circumstances that 2 Percent Carriers have presented to the

Commussion underscoring their concern for their subscribers Because these 1ssues have

not been addressed, the wireline-to-wireless porting of numbers in the 2 Percent Carrier

service areas will either lead to non-completed calls or to toll charges for calls that h'ad
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historically been treated as local, and inevitably lead to general customer confusion and

dissatisfaction Because these 1ssues remain unaddressed, the industry, state and federal
regulators, and consumers will be subjected to undue burdens while they struggle with

the consequences of the implementation of the Order 1n the absence of the requested

Stay

III. The Commission should Stay the Effectiveness of the Order on the 2 percent
Carriers Until a Myriad of Issues Affecting Those Carriers and their
Customers are Addressed and Resolved.

The unresolved matters regarding routing and rating of wirehne calls to numbers
ported to wireless carriers are not the only unresolved 1ssues raised by the Order that
demonstrate the existence of good cause to grant the request for Stay of the effectiveness

of the Order with respect to the 2 Percent Carriers The Petitioners have identified

numerous additional concerns that will undoubtedly be the subject matter of petitions for
reconstderation, clarification, and judicial review For purposes of this request for Stay,
the Petitioners respectfully bring one additional matter to the attention of the
Commussion.

The Order assumes Commuission jurisdiction over the rates charged
by the 2 percent carriers 1n an inequitable anti-competitive manner and without due
process The concern of the Petitioners regarding the directive in the Order addressing
the rating of a call to a ported number reaches far beyond the operational and technical
feasibility concerns addressed in Section III above In just twenty-one words, the Order

revamps jurisdictional regulation, preempts state regulatory authority, and estabhshe{s
|

\
disparate regulatory treatment on the basis of technology 1n an anti-competitive and

unjustly discriminatory manner The Order casually states as a matter of fact that “calls
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to the ported number will continue to be rated in the same fashion as they were prior to
the port **' The conclusion 1s provided as 1f 1t 1s a “natural wonder ” No notice of the
1ssue, no opportunity to comment, no discussion or analysis of the 1ssue much less the
offer of a rational basis for the conclusion

Thus 1s the first mstance known to the Petitioners 1n which the Commussion has
directed how a LEC will charge a customer for the provision of telecommunications
service that the Commussion apparently wants the customer to consider “local exchange
service ” In those states where a 2 Percent Carrier 1s subject to rate regulation with
respect to the provision of local exchange services, the relevant regulatory body for such
determinations 1s the State Commussion If the Commission 1s asserting jurisdiction,
thereby preempting the State Commussion, and mandating the scope of traffic that a LEC
must include 1n 1ts local exchange service offering, the Petitioners respectfully suggest
that any such preemption cannot be effective 1n the absence of appropnate statutory
authonty and due process >

In the alternative, the Commission may more likely have determined, but not
offered 1ts reasoning, that the calls from a wireline network to a number ported to a
wireless carrier are “CMRS” traffic and, accordingly, not subject to state rate jurisdiction
pursuant to Section 332 of the Act The Commission, however, does not rate regulate
CMRS traffic On any call from a wireless network to a wireline network, the wireless
carrier 1s free to charge market rates as 1t determunes 1n 1ts sole discretion Petitioners

submut that 1f a call between two customers of different providers 1s free from rate

regulation when mmitiated on the network of one provider, 1t should be free from

31 Order at para 28

32 See, 5US C §553(b)

|
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regulation when originated on the network of the other provider. Neither the direction of

the call nor the characteristics of the technology serving one end of the call compared to
the other provides a basis to provide less than equal protection to both carriers Pending

reconsideration, clarification, or judicial review of this matter, good cause exists to grant

the Stay requested by the Petitioners 1n order to avoid irreparable competitive harm.?

IV.  CONCLUSION

Petitioners have demonstrated that good cause exists for the grant of a stay of the
Order A stay 1s needed to prevent unwarranted disruption and harm to the 2 Percent
Carriers operating 1n rural areas and to their customers The Order recognizes that a
transition 1s needed for these carriers but subjects them on short notice to 11l-defined,
novel and conflicting obligations. The Order fails to ensure that wireline-to-wireless
LNP can be achieved 1n rural areas without imposing adverse impacts on users of
telecommunications services and undue economic burdens on 2 Percent Carriers Despite
the Order’s conclusions to the contrary, the facts demonstrate that 1t 1s not technically
feasible for the 2 Percent Carriers to comply with the November 24 deadline and that

these carmers will be subject to potential enforcement actions unless a stay 1s granted

33 Several 2 Percent Carriers report that wireless carriers have demanded that wireline calls to
wireless networks must be “rated” as local calls on the basis of an assertion by the wireless carners that
“panty” dictates the result they desire Petitioners note the rony of the unsustamable claim of “parltyl” by
the wireless carriers  Parity would require equal regulatory treatment of both the wireline and the wireless
carniers with respect to the regulation or forbearance of rate regulation of the traffic they exchange

|
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pending clarification and/or reconsideration of the Order Consequently, petitioners
request that the Comnussion stay the application of the Order with respect to the 2

Percent Carriers until 1t has reconsidered and clanfied its application to these carners.

Respectfully submitted,

INDEPENDENT TELEPHONE AND
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ALLIANCE

/s/ David W_Zesiger

David W Zesiger

Executive Director

1300 Connecticut Avenue, N W
Washington, DC 20036

(202) 775-8116

NATIONAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS
COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION

/s/ L. Marie Guillory
L Marie Guillory
Vice President, Legal and Industry

J1ll Canfield

Regulatory Counsel

4121 Wilson Boulevard, 10" Floor
Arlington, VA 22203

(703) 351-2000

ORGANIZATION FOR THE PROMOTION
AND ADVANCEMENT OF SMALL
TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMPANIES

/s/ John N Rose
John N Rose
President

Stuart Polikoff

Director of Government Relations
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Washington, DC 20037
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

EOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT
RECEIVED

JAN 1 4 2004 TH’?%JI;NITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

NATIONAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS

COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION and

ORGANIZATION FOR THE PROMOTION

AND ADVANCEMENT OF SMALL

TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMPANIES,
Petitioners,

V.
Case No. 03-1443
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS (Consolidated with Case No. 03-1414)
COMMISSION and UNITED STATES
OF AMERICA,

Respondents.
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EMERGENCY MOTION FOR EXPEDITED REVIEW

The National Telecommunications Cooperative Association and the Organization for the
Promotion and Advancement of Small Telecommunications Companies (collectively,
“Petitioners”)' filed a Petition for Review (“Petition”) on December 15, 2003, which asks this
Court to review the Memorandum Opinion and Order and Further Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, CC Docket No. 95-116, FCC 03-284 (released November 10, 2003) (the
“Intermodal Portability Action”) or (“Action”) issued by the Federal Communications
Commission (“FCC™). In issuing this Intermodal Portability Action, the FCC violated the
Regulatory Flexibility Act (“RFA”), 5 U.S.C. §§ 601-612, and the Administrative Procedure

Act (“APA™), 5 U.S.C. §§ 551-559, 701-706, in and before imposing burdensome and

! Petitioners are two associations comprised of small rural wireline local exchange

carriers. All of their members are rural telephone companies as defined in 47 U.S.C. § 153
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dislocating regulatory requirements which will have significant adverse economic impacts,
particularly upon the small busiess members associated with these Petitioners. This
Intermodal Portability Action is effective immediately in the largest 100 markets across the
nation and, pertinent to this Motion, will be implemented nationwide for all wireline carriers
on May 24, 2004. Id. Petitioners and the members they represent operate predominantly in
these smaller markets and thus, are subject to the May 24, 2004 deadline.

This Action will cause irreparable harm to Petitioners’ rural wireline exchange carriers
as they begin expending copious amounts of time and money developing infrastructure and
procedures in order to come into compliance with the Action by May 24, 2004. Specifically,
the Petitioners wou].d immediately mncur a variet)} of costs including those associated with:
changiqg and upgrading complex software and equipment; training customer service
representatives and other employees on the technical and logistical processes and procedures
for implementing number portability; identifying, verifying and responding to “bona fide

requests for number portability”?; recurring monthly charges associated with subscribing to a

2 The Commission’s wireless line number portability (“LNP”) rules mandated that, by
November 24, 2003, wireline carriers operating within the top 100 Metropolitan Statistical
Areas (“MSA™) must be capable of honoring a bona fide request for portability from a wireless
carrier. Outside of the 100 largest MSAs, landline carriers that receive a bona fide request for
wireless LNP must be capable of doing so by May 24, 2004. FCC rules further stipulated that
a local exchange carrier (“LEC”) must port number to any requesting wireless carrier whose
service coverage area overlaps the geographic location of the rate center in which the
customer’s wireline number is provisioned.

Contrary to the guidance of advocates for rural LECs, wireless carriers requesting LNP
were not required to have interconnection agreements with the affected landline carrier or
numbering resources within the ported customer’s original rate center in order for their
requests for LNP to be considered bona fide. Ultimately, this means that wireline
telecommunications carriers must be prepared to port telephone numbers to wireless carriers,
whose interconnection facilities may well be located outside of the rural LEC’s actual service
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specialized database; and the transport of ported “local” calls that must travel through an extra
tandem switch that falls midway between the calls’ endpoint in order to be completed (the cost
of which appears to have fallen completely on the shoulders of local exchange carriers).
Excluding recurring administrative costs, number portability implementation will cost these
small companies tens of thousands of dollars each. Furthermore, there is certain to be
customer confusion related to possible dropped calls or unexpected toll charges on customers’
bills caused by the FCC’s failure to fully consider and resolve implementation issues for small
carriers. Finally, because much work and money must be expended immediately in order to
come into compliance by May 24, 2004, if Petitioners prevail after May 24, 2004, the end
users will 'be paying for the LNP upgra.des, but they will not have LNP

Given these impending (if not immediate) costs to rural LEC and their customers,
logistical burdens, and other requirements, the Petitioners respectfully request that this Court
grant their Emergency Motion for Expedited Review of their Petition for Review pursuant to
D.C. Cir. R. 27(f) as soon as possible and prior to the following proposed date for submittal of
Petitioners’ brief (February 16, 2004). Petitioners request that this Court implement a case
management schedule which would allow a decision to be issued prior to the May 24, 2004

Action implementation deadline Specifically, Petitioners would propose the following

(“Continued™)

area. Additionally, while the FCC’s rules require wireline-to-wireless LNP, they do little to
address the technical and policy challenges that largely prevent porting in the other direction.
As a result, LECs must honor requests to “give up” customers via LNP, while there is no
mechanism to create a competitively neutral marketplace where they might be able to win
customers from their wireless competitors.

3 Petitioners purposefully sought to obtain the record on the same day as the other

petitioners in the now consolidated cases so that both sets of petitioners would be on the same
schedule and there would not be a delay in proceedings
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schedule: The Respondent FCC has agreed to provide the record to these Petitioners on
January 15, 2004, the date on which it will be provided to the petitioners in Consolidated Case
No. 03-1414.% Petitioners’ brief would be due thirty days later, on February 16, 2004, with
Respondents’ brief to follow on March 16, 2004. Petitioners’ reply would be due on March
30, 2004 and if the parties elect to submit deferred appendices, a final brief due on April 6,
2004. This schedule should allow for the Court to examine this issue well before May 24,
2004.

Pursuant to D.C. Cir. R. 27(f), Petitioners’ counsel has contacted Respondents’ counsel
as well Intervenors’ counsel to determine whether they would be amenable to an expedited
.brief‘mg schedule.®* Even thc;ugh Respondents would be a%forded the same amount of t-ime to
respond as with a regular briefing schedule, Respondents’ counsel did not agree to an
expedited schedule and indicated they would oppose Petitioners’ motion. With regard to the
petitioners in Case No. 03-1414 with which this case has been consolidated, United Telecom
Association and CenturyTel, Inc., their counsel stated that United Telecom Association and
CenturyTel, Inc., support the relief Petitioners are requesting. Petitioners’ counsel also
contacted the Intervenors’ counsel in Case No. 03-1414. We understand these Intervenors
support the FCC’s Action at issue herein. Counsel for Intervenor Cellular
Telecommunications & Internet Association and Counsel for Intervenor T-Mobile USA, Inc

stated that they oppose Petitioners’ motion. Counsel for Intervenor Sprint Corporation stated

4 Petitioners’ instant motion has been somewhat delayed in substantial part due to
Petitioners’ attempts to negotiate with various interested parties in a proposed case
management schedule that would be suitable to most, if not all, involved.
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that Sprint Corporation declined to join in this filing. Counsel for Intervenor National
Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners has not responded.
For the foregoing reasons, Petitioners respectfully request that this Court grant

Petitioners’ motion to expedite these proceedings.

Dated: January 14, 2004 Respectfully submitted,

)

David¥. Fruffa (D.C. Bar No 414170)
Brand & Frulla, P.C.

923 Fifteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

Telephone: (202) 662-9700

Facsimile: (202) 737-7565

Counsel for Petitioners

L. Marie Guillory (D.C. Bar No. 227629)

Jill Canfield (D.C. Bar No. 457509)

National Telecommunications Cooperative
Association

4121 Wilson Blvd., Tenth Floor

Arlington, VA 22203-1801

Telephone: (703) 351-2021

Facsimile: (703) 351-2027

Co-Counsel for National Telecommunications
Cooperative Association
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

JAN 1 4 2004

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

REGERERY cerr

[FY that on this 14™ day of January, 2004, a true and correct copy of

Petitioners’ Emergency Motion for Expedited Review has been served via hand delivery, upon

the following individuals:

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION:

John A. Rogovin
John E. Ingle
Joel Marcus

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W.

Washington, D.C.

20554

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA:
Catherine G. O’Sullivan

Andrea Limmer

United States Department of Justice

Antitrust Division - Appellate Section, Rm 10535
Patrick Henry Building

601 D Street, N.-W.

Washington, D.C.

20530

UNITED STATES TELECOM ASSOCIATION and CENTURYTEL, INC.
Michael K. Kellogg

Aaron M. Panner

Kellogg, Huber, Hansen, Todd & Evans, P.L.L.C.

Sumner Square

1615 M. Street, N.W.

Suite 400
Washington, D.C.

20036-3209

CELLULAR TELECOMMUNICATIONS & INTERNET ASSOCIATION:
Michael F. Altschul
Cellular Telecommunications & Internet Association
1250 Connecticut Avenue, N.W,

Suite 800
Washington, D.C.

20036



Theodore C. Whitehouse
David M. Don

Willkie, Farr & Gallagher LLP
1875 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006-1238

T-MOBILE USA, INC.:
Robert J. Aamoth
Kelley Drye & Warren LLP
1200 Nineteenth Street, N.W.
Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20036-2423

SPRINT CORPORATION:
Luisa L. Lancetti
Sprint Corporation
401 9™ Street, N.W.
. Suite 400
Washington, D.C. 20005

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REGULATORY UTILITY COMMISSIONERS:
James Bradford Ramsay
NARUC
1101 Vermont Avenue, N.W.
Suite 200
Washington, D.C. 20005

|

David E. Frulla




FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Contacts Donna L Taylor-NTCA

November 19, 2003 703-351-2086
Martha Silver - OPASTCO

202-659-5990

NTCA AND OPASTCO TELL CONGRESS VAGUE LNP RULES PUT
RURAL CONSUMERS AND COMPANIES AT RISK

Pro-Consumer Order Could Cost Consumers More Money AND Their Existing Phone
Numbers If LNP Rules Aren’t Clarified

WASHINGTON - In a letter sent today to Congress, the National Telecommunications
Cooperative Association (NTCA) and the Organization for the Promotion and Advancement of
Small Telecommunications Companies (OPASTCO) urged the postponement of the Federal
Communications Commussion’s (FCC) local number portability (LNP) order for rural carners,
until the FCC can clanify critical 1ssues including transport costs, competitive neutrality and rules
governing rural carriers who have a fraction of their networks physically located within the top
100 metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs)

In the letter, the associations explamed the far-reaching consequences the order will have
for rural consumers and telephone companies “The Commussion’s rush to implement this order
without adequate carrier guidance will 1n all likelihood lead consumers to experience dropped
calls and long-distance charges for calls to ported numbers that were previously local, and
carriers to lose intercarner compensation revenues as well,” stated the letter signed by NTCA
CEO Michael Brunner and OPASTCO President John Rose

A copy of the letter 1s attached

HiH
About NTCA
NTCA 1s the premier association representing more than 550 locally owned and controlled
telecommunications cooperatives throughout rural and small-town Amenica NTCA provides 1ts
members with legislative, regulatory, and industry representation, meetings, publications, and

educational programs, and an array of employee benefit programs Visit us at
http //www ntca org

About OPASTCO

The Organization for the Promotion and Advancement of Small Telecommunications Companies
(OPASTCO) represents more than 500 small, independently owned, local telecommunications
companies serving primarily rural areas of the United States and Canada OPASTCO

. Attachment to Response #
to TRA's Data Request dated January
14, 2004

' Docket No. 03-00633

|
|
N




NTCA/OPASTCO Jomnt Letter to Congress/2-2-2

membership includes both commercial companies and cooperatives, which range 1n size from
fewer than 100 to 100,000 access lines, and collectively serve more than 2 6 million customers
OPASTCO represents rural telecommunications mterests before federal regulatory bodies and
Congress, provides publications, and holds two conventions annually 1n January and July of each
year, addressing the needs of the small telecommunications industry The association has an
affihate 501(c)(3) nonprofit, the Foundation for Rural Education and Development (FRED)
Visit the OPASTCO Web site at www opastco org




NTCA OPASTCO

November 19, 2003
RE FCC’s Wireline to Wireless Local Number Portability (LNP) Order

Dear Senator/Representative

On behalf of the nation’s hundreds of small rural incumbent local exchange carriers (ILECs), and their
several million rural consumers that are represented by our associations, we urge Congress to take
immediate action to postpone all aspects of the implementation of the Federal Communications
Commussion’s (FCC’s) November 7, 2003, local number portability (LNP) order as 1t applies to such
carriers The ramufications of this order could have significant negative consequences for rural
consumers and companies alike

Indeed, 1n the past few weeks the FCC has adopted two far-reaching orders to “provide guidance” on
the subject of porting telephone numbers to wireless carriers  Unfortunately, the orders are largely
devoid of real direction and 1n reality amount to yet another 1n a long sertes of mandates with adverse
consumer mmplications the Commuisston has grown fond of imposing on the ILEC industry

In the FCC’s November 7, 2003 wireline to wireless porting order (FCC 03-284), the Commussion
believes 1t has provided small rural ILECs with an adequate temporary exemption from fully
complying with the order until May 24, 2004, 1f their study area falls entirely outside the scope of the
nation’s 100 largest metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) Regrettably, the fallacy of this 1dea 1s three-
fold Furst, a sigmificant number of rural carmers’ study areas fall, in part, within these 100 MSAs, and
thus those carriers would be required to comply fully with the order in just a few days — on November
24 Second, the agency has created a situation that 1s far from competitively neutral The
Commussion’s rules force rural ILECs to port to wireless carrers, even though subscribers of the
wireless carriers will be unable to port their numbers to the ILECs  Finally, the agency has not at all
adequately explained how small rural carners will get paid for transporting calls to new service
providers with whom they have no compensation or interconnection arrangements The
Commusston’s rush to implement this order without adequate carrier guidance will 1n all likelihood
lead consumers to expenience dropped calls and long distance charges for calls to ported numbers that
were previously local, and carners to lose intercarrier compensation revenues as well

In these uncertain economic and regulatory times, the nation’s small rural ILECs can 1ll afford the
additional uncertainty with which this FCC order burdens them Truly, the implications of this order,
if not addressed 1n a more thorough manner, are far-reaching and harmful Therefore, we believe 1t 1s
imperative that Congress take action prior to 1ts adjournment to postpone the application of FCC 03-
284 upon small rural ILECs regardless of whether or not a portion of their study area falls within one
or more of the nation’s 100 largest MSAs The FCC should take the time to appropnately address the
technological and economic 1ssues associated with the implementation of this order as 1t relates to such
carriers

Sincerely,

Michael E Brunner John N Rose
CEO, NTCA President, OPASTCO

National Telecommumications Cooperative Association — www nica org
Organization for the Promotion and Advancement of Small Telecommunications Companies — www opastco org



FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Contact: Brenda Cordwell, OPASTCO,
January 16, 2004 202/659-5990, bjc@opastco org
Aaryn Slafky, NTCA, 703-351-2087,

aslafky@ntca org
David Zesiger, ITTA, 202-775-8116

OPASTCO, NTCA & ITTA RESPOND TO FCC
LOCAL NUMBER PORTABILITY RULING

In response to today's Federal Communications Commission (FCC) order (CC Docket No 95-
116) granting a limited waiver of the wireless-to-wireline porting requirements for two-percent
carriers, the Orgamization for the Promotion and Advancement of Small Telecommunications
Companies (OPASTCO), the National Telecommunications Cooperative Association (NTCA),
and the Independent Telephone and Telecommuni-cations Alliance (ITTA) 1ssued the following
statement

"We applaud the FCC for responding to our petition and granting small carriers at least

partial relief However, this does not negate the 1ssues raised in the court appeal filed by NTCA
and OPASTCO Numerous LNP implementation 1ssues must still be addressed before customers
1n rural areas can realize the full benefits of wireless LNP These 1ssues include the necessary
technological upgrades, cost recovery and transport of traffic Furthermore, the associations
continue to behieve that the Commission failed to take into account the substantial burden placed
on small businesses by 1ts wireline-to-wireless LNP order We believe the transition to a wireless
LNP environment would go smoother 1f the FCC re-evaluated 1ts rules, specifically taking into

account the operational realities of small, rural carmers "
#Hi#

About OPASTCO:

The Organization for the Promotion and Advancement of Small Telecommunications Compamies
(OPASTCO) represents more than 500 small, independently owned, local telecommunications
companies serving primarily rural areas of the United States and Canada OPASTCO
membership includes both commercial companies and cooperatives, which range 1n size from
fewer than 100 to 100,000 access lines, and collectively serve more than 2 6 million customers
OPASTCO represents rural telecommunications interests before federal regulatory bodies and
Congress, provides publications, and holds two conventions annually 1n January and July of each
year, addressing the needs of the small telecommunications industry The association has an
affiliate 501(c)(3) nonprofit, the Foundation for Rural Education and Development (FRED)
Visit the OPASTCO Web site at www opastco org

About NTCA:
NTCA 1s the premier association representing more than 550 locally owned and controlled
telecommunications cooperatives throughout rural and small-town Amenca



Response to FCC LNP Ruling/2-2-2

NTCA provides 1ts members with legislative, regulatory, and industry representation, meetings,
publications, and educational programs; and an array of employee benefit programs Visit us at
http //www ntca org

About ITTA:
The Independent Telephone and Telecommunications Alhance 1s an alhance of 13 midsize

telephone companies formed in 1994 to represent 1ts members before federal
telecommunications policymakers ITTA members currently operate 1n 40 states and serve
approximately ten million local customers



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Twin Lakes Telephone Cooperative Corporation
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 1: Has the company previously petitioned the FCC or the TRA requesting an
extension of time, or a modification of the FCC's rules regarding number portability? If
so, a copy of each company's filings should be provided with the response.

Answer: No



Tennessee Coaliion of Rural Incumbent Telephone

: Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number

Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)

of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended

Docket No. 03-00633

Twin Lakes Telephone Cooperative Corporation
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 2: Identify, by company, the switch designation(s), and exchange(s), for which
the petition of suspension of the FCC's rules is being sought.

Answer: These are the switch designation(s), and exchange(s), for which the
petition of suspension of the FCC's rules 1s being sought
They are Gainesboro — Siemens
DCO, Gainesboro — Nortel DMS 100; Celina — Sitemens
DCO; Moss - Siemens DCO, Cookeville South — Siemens
DCO, Baxter — Stemens DCO, Livingston Siemens
EWSD, and, Jamestown — Nortel DMS 100.

GNBOTNXADSO NRSPTNXARSO  931-621
GRVITNXARSO 931-653
HGLDTNXARSO  931-678
CHMNTNXARSO 615-897

GNBOTNXADSI 931-268, 405
CELNTNXADSO 931-243
MOSSTNXADSO 931-258
CKVLTNXBDSO 931-432
BXTRTNXADSO 931-858, 476
LVTNTNXADSI1 931-823, 403, 397

CRFRTNTXARSO 931-445
BYTWTNXARSO 931-864
RKMNTNXARSO 931-498
IMTWTNXADS!1 931-879, 752
CLRKTNXARSO  931-863

{8



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Twin Lakes Telephone Cooperative Corporation
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 3: Identify and describe the specific equipment, software, programming or
other technical issues that make number portability technically infeasible for each
company.

Answer: Technically infeasible 1s not the problem. The problem 1s economics.



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline 1o Wireless Number
Portabiity Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Commumnications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Twin Lakes Telephone Cooperative Corporation
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 4: For each piece of equipment and/or software item that is required, identify the
costs to each company to purchase, install and test each item necessary for the
implementation of local number portability capability.

Answer: The two Nortel Switches will need software additions
(areas served 931-268, 405, 879, 752, 863)

Nortel Purchase Cost and 1nstallation $ 134,080 00
Training & Startup $ 7,000.00

The five Siemens DCO switches would require upgrades to release 23
(areas served. 931-621,678,653,476,858,432 and 615-897)

Siemens Purchase Cost and installation $ 241,684 00
(Package 640000,003181,241870,640000) $ 119,000 00
Training & Startup $ 10,000 00

The Siemens EWSD Switch would require an upgrade to Release 20 make
them LNP ready
(areas served 931-823,397,403,498,445 and 864)

Siemens Purchase Cost and Installation $176,619 00
Training & Startup $ 7,000 00



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portabiity Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Twin Lakes Telephone Cooperative Corporation
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 5: Identify the costs of each companys, if any, of any contract(s) that must be
entered into to participate in number portability. (Any costs or contract(s) considered
required should not include interconnection agreements.)

Answer: Unknown at this time



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portabiity Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Twin Lakes Telephone Cooperative Corporation
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 6: Identify any administrative function(s) change(s), internal and external to the
company, and the costs incurred to implement the change(s). (Administrative changes
would include additional personnel, office equipment and etc.)

Answer: An extra cost to the company would be from CommSoft, our software
system They estimate an extra $20,000 00 to set up for the LNP



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Twin Lakes Telephone Cooperative Corporation
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 7: Identify each company's total cost to implement local number portability.

Answer: $695,383 00 (this 1s a get — started cost, not total cost See Question #4)
Do not have a figure on total cost at this time.



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperanves Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portabiity Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communucations Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Twin Lakes Telephone Cooperative Corporation
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 8: Provide the number of access lines each company has in service.

Answer: No of access lines: 38,011



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Twin Lakes Telephone Cooperative Corporation
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 9: Identify, by company, if the FCC authorized local number portability charge,
as a regular monthly charge, is being imposed? If a LNP charge is being imposed by any
company, how much is the monthly charge and when did the charge begin to show on
customer's billing invoices for each company?

Answer: Not at this time



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portabiity Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Twin Lakes Telephone Cooperative Corporation
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 10: Identify, by companyj, if there have been any previous requests from CLECs
or Wireless Service Providers for number portability? Provide copies of those requests
with the response.

Answer: AT&T, Cingular, Sprint, Verizon (copies enclosed)

10



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Twin Lakes Telephone Cooperative Corporation
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 11: Identify, by company, if the company can, or does, provide remote call
forwarding, or like service features, as a subscription feature available to its consumers?

Answer: Not at this time.

11
2448162 1
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%AT&I Wireless
November 21, 2003
Sam Anderson
Twin Lakes Telephone Coop HOY 26 s0co
Gainesboro, TN 38562 (B
c fa /v\n\iy\&)

S lc““(kﬂ«cl:&/
Dear Sam Anderson,

AT&T Wireless Services, [nc. is requesting provisioning of portability with your
company for end users outside the Top 100 MSAs by May 24", 2004 in
accordance with the FCC's Wireless Number Portability Orders.

Enclosed is a Bona Fide Request form with a list of markets outside the Top 100
MSAs in which AT&T Wireless Services, Inc. is requesting portability by May
24" 2004. Please indicate on the form whether each of your switches in the
markets on this list in which you operate is LNP capable. If a switch is not
currently LNP-capable, pursuant to the FCC's rules and requirements and this
Bona Fide Request, you must ensure that your switches in the markets on this
list are L.NP capable by May 24, 2004.

We request that you complete the attached form and return to the undersigned
by December 4™, 2003.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Suzy Nieman

Manager, Carrier Relations i
Phone: (425) 580 0845 ‘

1 ]
. |
gax- (425) 580 8609 | Attachment to Response # ) O
yzanne nieman@attws com to TRA's Data Request dated

January 14, 2004
Docket No. 03-00633

AT&T Wireless Services 7277 164" Avenue NE Redmond, WA 98052



KRASKIN, LESSE & COSSON, LLC
ATTORNEYS AT Law
TELI:(‘OMMLNI(‘ATI()NS MANAGEMENT CONSUL]AT\TS

2120 L. Street. N W., Suite 520 Felephone (202) 296-8890
Washington. D C 20037 Telecopier (202) 296-8893
January 28, 2004

Suzy Nieman

Manager, Camner Relations
AT&T Wireless

7277 164" Ave. NE
Redmond, Washington 98052

Dear Ms Nieman:

We have been asked by our client, Twin Lakes Telephone Coopcrative (" I'win Lakes™) to
respond to your letter requesting the deployment of number portability in specific switch
locations.! Twin Lakes 1s fully aware of its obligations pursuant to applicable rules and
regulations of the Federal Communications Commisston (“FCC”) to port numbers 1n those areas
wherec AT&T Wircless' coverage overlaps cach of the rate centers owned and controlled by Twin
Lakes as spccified in the AT&T Wireless request. In this regard, please notc that Twin Lakes
has not waived any of 1ts nghts with respect to applicable statute and rcgulation, including, but
not limited to the nght to seek suspension of number portability obligations and waiver of
implementation deadlimes *

Twin Lakes 1s aware that the coverage area of AT&T Wireless is not coextensive with its
telephone senvice areas’ and, 1n fact, 1s extremely mited Inasmuch as the FCC has spccified
that the obligation of 4 local exchange carmer's obligation to port to a wireless carner s defined
as the area “wherc the requesting wireless carmer’s ‘coverage arca’ overlaps the geographic
location of the rate center in which the customer’s wirehine number 1s provisioned,™ Twin Lakes
requcsts specific identification of thosc areas where AT&T Wireless believes that coycrage arcas
overlap To the exicnt that AT&T Wireless plans service extension, Twin Lakes s, of course,
prepared to entertain future, additional requests for portability deployment

! Whle your letter indicates an attachment of a form that you request Twan Lakes to complete, no such form
was attached  Pleasc transmut the form at your convenmience to Robert Dudney at Twin Lakes and to me at the
address provided above We will review the form and respond as appropnate

? I'win Lakes 1s seeking suspension of number portability obligations from the Tennessec Regulatory
Authonty.
! A scarch performed on AT& 1 's web page using zip codes to identify service areas reveals that tor several

of the communities served by Twin Lakes, Byrdstown (38549), Celina (29551), Clarkrange (3&553), Crawford
(38554), Gainesboro (38562), Granville (38564), Jamestown {38556), and Moss (38575), “"AT& T Wireless services
does not provide coverage™ in these areas  See Attachment, copy of North Central’s senice arca and copy of AT&T
Wireless web page scarch results

‘ In the Maiter of Telephone Number Portabiline, CTIA Peution for Declaraton Ruling on Wireline-Wirelesy
Pornng Ivsues Memorandum Opinion and Order and urther Nonce of Proposed Rulemaking, CC Docket No 95-
116, FCC 03-284, para 22 (rcl Nov 10, 2003)



Ms. Suzy Nicman
January 28, 2004
Page 2

We look forward to receipt of the requested responscs. |
Very truly yours,
% [M'a [zf' 53.(

. e
Sylvia Lesse

cc:  Robent D. Dudney

Attachment
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% cingular

WIRELESS

December 2, 2003

Urgent Attention Required

Twin Lakes Telephone Coop.
Robert Dudney

201 W. Gore Ave.
Gainsboro, TN 38562

Dear Robert:

Cingular Wireless LLC, on behalf of its wireless subsidiaries and affiliates (“Cingular”),
is requesting the provisioning of portability with your company and subsidiaries and
affiliates (“Company”) for end users within the Top 100 MSAs effective November 24,
2003 and in markets outside the Top 100 MSAs by May 24, 2004 in accordance with the
FCC’s Wireless Number Portability Orders.

Enclosed are Cingular's documents to facihtate the negotiation and porting process
between Cingular and your Company:

1 Trading Partner Profile
2. Bona Fide Request (BFR)

The FCC's recent Order dated November 7, 2003 requires wireline/wireless carners to
port with each other with or without an agreement. The FCC indicates that absent an
agreement, carricrs need only share basic contact and technical information sufficient to
perform the port. The Trading Partner Profile (Enclosure 1) contains Cingular's company
codes, port center and technical contacts, basic porting information and operating
procedures. Cingular requests you to provide basic technical and operation contact
information from your Company 50 we can enter it into our IT porting processes and

provide to port support personnel Exchanging such information is needed to facilitate
porting and resolve contlicts with the porting process.

If your Company wishes to negotiate an agreement, please let me know and I will send
our generic wndustry standard SLA.

\
]( Attachment to Response # ! 0
' to TRA's Data Request dated

l January 14, 2004 ‘
\Docket_No._03:00633___,___,__J
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JAN-28-2004 WED 01:47 PM TWIN LAKES TELEPHONE FAX NO, 9312682734

Cingular has received requcsts and will be porting capable in its service areas within the
Top 100 markets by 11/24/03 and outside the Top 100 by 5/24/04, Cingular is requesting
your Company to provide portability 1n the switches identified in the BFR (Enclosure 2).
If your Compeny has not received a BFR for a specific market, Cingular is requesting
that you identify the market and provide a list of these respective switches. We request
that you complete the attached form and return it to the undersigned contact for Cingular
within 10 days of receipt.

Thank you for your prompt attention and providing the Trading Partner Profile and other
requested information. If you have any questions, please don’t hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

. o) :y
& Qast. /('L—ééf.'/
/|

Susan Riley

Sr. Interconnection Manger

Supply Chain Management

5565 Glenridge Connector, Suite 1520
Atlanta, GA 30342

Phone: (404) 236-6902

Fax: (404) 236-6093

Email: susan.nley@cingular.com

Enclosures

P,

07



KRASKIN, LESSE & COSSON, LLC
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
TELECOMMUNIC‘ATIOY\S MANAGEMEVF CONSULTA‘HS

2120 L Street, N W | Suite 520 Telephone (202) 296-8890

Washington, D C 20037 Telecopier (202) 296-8893
January 28, 2004 |

Susan Riley

Sr. Interconnection Manager

Supply Chain Management

Cingular Wireless

5565 Glenndge Connector, Suite 1520
Atlanta, Georgia 30342

Dear Ms Riley

We have been asked.by our chent, Twin Lakes Telephone Cooperative (“Twin Lakes") t¢
respond to your letter requesting the deployment of number portability in specific switch
locations. Twin Lakes is fully aware of its obligations pursuant to applicable rules and
regulations of the Federal Communications Commusston (“FCC”) to port numbers in those areas
where Cingular Wireless’ coverage overlaps each of the rate centers ow ned and controlled by
Twin Lakes as specified in the Cingular Wireless request ' In this regard, please note that Twin
Lakes has not waived any of its nghts with respect to applicablc statute and rcgulation,
including, but not imited to the nght to seek suspension of number portabihity obligations and
waiver of implementation deadlines *

Twin Lakes 1s aware that the coverage area of Cingular Wireless 1s not coextensive with
its telephone service arcas (see Attachment, copy of Cingular Wireless® coverage area depicted
on Cingular Wireless' web page and copy of Twin Lakes’ service area) and. 1n fact, 1s extremely
himited Inasmuch as the FCC has specified that the obligation of a local exchange carrer’s
obligation to port to a wireless carricr 1s defined as the area “where the rcquesting wireless
carner’s ‘coverage area’ overlaps the gcogra[')hlc location of the rate center in which the
customer’s wireline number 1s provisioned,”™ Twin Lakes requests specific identification of
those areas where Cingular Wircless believes that covcrage areas overlap To the extent that
Cingular Wircless plans service extension, Twin Lakes 1s, of course, prepared to entertain future,
additional requests for portability deployment

1 Pursuant to Section 52 23(b)(2)(m) of the Comnussion's Rules (47 CFR §5223(bX2)m) TwinT akes
notifies Cingular that the hst of switches (and their respective CI T 1 designation) specified in the correspondence are
correct

Twin Lakes 1s seehing suspension of number portability obligations from the Tennessee Regulatory
Authonty

) In the Maiter of Telephone Number Portabihny, CTIA Petihon for Declaraton Ruling on Wirehne-Wireless
Porting Issues Memorandum Opimion and Order and Further Nouc e of I-’ruposedI Rulemaking, CC Docket No 95-
116, FCC 03-284, para 22 (rel Nov 10, 2003) |

i
1
l



Ms. Riley
January 28, 2004
Page Two

We look forward to receipt of the requested responscs

Very truly yours,

S Les s
114
Sylvia Lessc. 7

cc:  Robert D. Dudney

Attachment
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Cingular Home Plans with depicted calling area require a GSM handset.
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Bl Cingular Tennessee Home Calling Area

» Anytime Minutes apply

+ Night and Weekend Minutes apply.

» Mobile to Mobile Minutes apply

+ OQutside the Tennessee Home Calling Area,
roaming rates are 79¢ per minute, which
includes long distance {call delivery charge
of 20¢ per minute may apply)

(] No Service Area

Map depicts an approximation of outdoor coverage Map may include areas served by unaffiliated carners, and may depict their
licensed area rather than an approximation of the coverage there. Actual coverage area may differ substantially from map
graphics, and coverage may be affected by such things as terrain, weather, foliage, buildings and other construction, signal
strength, customer equipment and other factors Cingular does not guarantee coverage Charges will be based on the location of
the site recelving and transmitting the call, not the location of the subscriber Future Coverage, If depicted above,is based on
current planning assumptions, but i1s subject to change and may not be relied upon
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i S .
=== Sprint
p AUG 23 T3
August 25, 2003

SAM ANDERSON

TWIN LAKES TELEPIHONE COOPERATIVE CORP.
201 W. GORE AVE

GAINESBORO, TN 38562

Dear SAM,

In July, 2002, the FCC mandated that all carriers In the top one hundred (100) Metropolitan Statishcal Areas (or MSAs)
ymplement Wureless Local Number Portability (WLNF) by November 24, 2003, Pursuant to this FCC mandate, Sprint
PCS (SPCS) has identified you as 2 potential Tradng Partner. As such, SPCS would like to exchange the necessary
information to allow porting 10 be tested and placed mto production between us on November 24, 2003. In addion,
SPCS is willing to negotiate an Operating Agrecment with you as a means of finalizing a mutually acceptable
porting arrangement on a separate schedule and through a different mechanism.

The enclosure contains SPCS’s contact and connectivity information needed to mitiate porting, SPCS requests
that you provide your contact and connectivity information and return same within ten (10) business days.
Please return to Peter Jacklin or Hal Weintrub, via FAX (as detailed belaw). If you prefer email correspandence,
please contact either individual for 2 “soft copy” of the file.

The individuals responsible for exchanging Trading Partner porhag information and who will be contacting you 10 the
near future are

Peter Jacklin -=Of— Hal Weintrub

Phone (913)307-7356 Phone: (913) 307-7379

FAX: (913)307-7447 FAX: (913)307-7447
prackiot (@spriptspecrum.com hweint0 1 (@sprintspectrum com

The contact to intiate negotiations of an Operating Agreement betwecn our companies is

Jack Weyforth
Phone- (913) 315-9591
FAX: (913)794-0720

jweyfo0 1 @sprintspectru COm

In general, SPCS follows ndustry guidelines for Wireless-to-Wireless and Wireless-to-Wireline porting This includes
industry-standard modes of connectivity, forms, form versions, and business rules.

Thank you very much and we look forward to establishing a porting relationship with you.

Sincerely,

e M

Manager, Carrier & Interconnection Management
6450 Sprint Parkway

KSOPHNO212-2A411

Overland Park, KS 66251

Encl: Trading Parmer Profile for Porting

( Attachment to Response #__ [0 1

|to TRA's Data Request dated January -

14, 2004 ‘
Docket No. 03-00633

\ )
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Intereannection/Numbering/iandates Veﬂ'zgywireless

Venzon Wireless
2785 Mitchell Drive MS 7-1
walnut Creak, CA 94598

November 18, 2003

IMMEDIATE ATTENTION REQUESTED

Twin Lakes Telephone Cooperative Corp.

P.O. Box 67 .
Gainesboro, TN 38562

Re: Local Number Portability
Dear Sam Anderson:

The FCC has recently reiterated the pre-existing deadlines for local number porting for wireless
and wireline carriers operating outside the Top 100 MSAs, effective May 24, 2004, Verizon
Wireless Cellco Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wircless would like to begin to complete a Service
Level Agreement (SLA) to ensure & smooth transition to number portability by establishing
procedures to govern the exchange of information during the porting process. Specifically, an
SLA would serve several purposes: memorialize the intercarrier communications processes thal
the two carriers intend to follow, capture appropriate porting center and trouble contacts, and
contan the parties’ agreement to successfully facilitate porting customers, If you have not
already received a copy of our SLA, you can obtain one by contacting Sharon Cafias at 925-279-
6122 or email Sharon.Canas@VenzonWireless.com.

If negotiating an SLA is not possible in the next few weeks before the LNP deadline, Verizon
Wireless’s immediate concern is in obtining, at minimum, a Trading Partner Profile (TPP). The
TPP would provide basic factual information necessary 1o accomplish portability and would
include those entities covered by the profile and any back-office or porting center contacts.
Verizon Wireless plans to integrate this information into its information systems and also
provide it to personnel staffing our porting center. Whether or not an SLA is ultimately
executed, sharmng this type of factual information 1s necessary to facilitate porting as well as
fallout resolution. In this regard, we have enclosed a copy of the TPP with appropriate contact
information.

Please include a respouse to this request along with a point of contact for provision of TPP
information and/or SLA discussions in a letter or email addressed to the undersigned. Thank you
for your immediate attention and cooperation.

Linda Godfg i

Member of Technical Staff
Interconnection Numbering and Mandates
Headquarters Network Operations Staff

: Attachment to Respoﬁse #_ /D
Enclosure | to TRA's Data Request dated January

i| 14, 2004 l

1 Docket No. 03-00633 :

J




KRASKIN, LESSE & COSSON, L.LC

ATTORNEYS A1 LAw
TELECOMMUNICATIONS MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS

2120 L. Street, N W., Suite 520 Telephone (202) 296-8890
Washington, D C 20037 Telecopicr (202) 296-8893

January 28, 2004

Linda Godfrey

Interconnection, Numbering and Mandates
Venzon Wireless

2785 Mitchell Dnive

Walnut Creek, CA 94598

Dear Ms Godfrey.

We have been asked by our client, Twin Lakes Telephone Coopcrative Corp (* I'win
Lakes™) to respond to your correspondence seeking deployment of number portability n specific
switch locations (the “Request”) and completion of a “Service Level Agreement” (“SLA™).
Twin Lakes is fully awarc of its obligations pursuant to applicablc ruics and regulations of the
Federal Communications Commussion (“FCC") to port numbers 1n those arcas where Venzon
Wireless® coverage overlaps cach of the rate centers owned and controlled by Twin Lakes as
specificd 1n the Request ' In this regard, please note that Twin Lakes has not waived any of its
nghts with respect to applicablc statute and regulation, including, but not himited to the nght to
seek suspension of number portability obhigations and warver of implementation deadlincs :

We're reviewing the SLA and will respond shortly Please refer any additional questions
or correspondence concerning this matter to this oftice.

Very truly yours,

1:37; /(/r(. Z( Q¢
DS
Sylvia Lesse i

cc:  Robert D Dudney

i Pursuant to Section 52 23(b)}2)(1u) of the Commussion's Rules (47 C F R § §2 23(b)}2)}(m), Twin 1 akes
notifies Verizon Wireless that the list of switches (and their respective CI T T designation) specified 1n the
correspondence 1s correct  The swatches currently are not number portable-capable

2 Twin Lakes 15 seeking suspension of number portability obligations from the Tennessee Regulatory
Authonty



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Bledsoe Telephone Cooperative
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 1: Has the company previously petitioned the FCC or the TRA requesting an
extension of time, or a modification of the FCC's rules regarding number portability? If
so, a copy of each company's filings should be provided with the response.

Answer: No.



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Bledsoe Telephone Cooperative
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 2: Identify, by company, the switch designation(s), and exchange(s), for which
the petition of suspension of the FCC's rules is being sought.

Answer: Bledsoe Telephone Cooperative Pikeville 423-447
(All switches are DMS10's) Dunlap 423-949

Nine Mile 423-533

College Station 423-554

Fall Creek Falls 423-881



Tennessee Coalinon of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Compantes and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Poriability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Bledsoe Telephone Cooperative
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 3: Identify and describe the specific equipment, software, programming or
other technical issues that make number portability technically infeasible for each
company.

Answer: Software activation
Translation programming
Training — administrative and technical



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portabiliry Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communucations Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Bledsoe Telephone Cooperative
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 4: For each piece of equipment and/or software item that is required, identify the
costs to each company to purchase, install and test each item necessary for the
implementation of local number portability capability.

Answer: Local Number Portability software option $49,200
Number Pooling $4,000
Translations $25,000



It

Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portabiity Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Bledsoe Telephone Cooperative
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 5: Identify the costs of each company, if any, of any contract(s) that must be
entered into to participate in number portability. (Any costs or contract(s) considered
required should not include interconnection agreements.)

Answer: Unknown.



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communucations Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Bledsoe Telephone Cooperative
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 6: Identify any administrative function(s) change(s), internal and external to the
company, and the costs incurred to implement the change(s). (Administrative changes
would include additional personnel, office equipment and etc.)

Answer: Unknown



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperanves Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Bledsoe Telephone Cooperative
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 7: Identify each company's total cost to implement local number portability.

Answer: $78,200+



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Compantes and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline 1o Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Commuications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Bledsoe Telephone Cooperative
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 8: Provide the number of access lines each company has in service.

Answer: 12,300



Tennessee Coaliion of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Compares and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline 1o Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Bledsoe Telephone Cooperative
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 9: Identify, by company, if the FCC authorized local number portability charge,
as a regular monthly charge, is being imposed? If a LNP charge is being imposed by any
company, how much is the monthly charge and when did the charge begin to show on
customer's billing invoices for each company?

Answer: N/A



Tennessee Coalttion of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Bledsoe Telephone Cooperative
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 10: Identify, by company, if there have been any previous requests from CLECs
or Wireless Service Providers for number portability? Provide copies of those requests
with the response.

Answer: AT&T Wireless 11/21/03
Verizon Wireless requested an SLA 1n regard to LNP 11/7/03
(See Attached)

10



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Bledsoe Telephone Cooperative
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 11: Identify, by company, if the company can, or does, provide remote call
forwarding, or like service features, as a subscription feature available to its consumers?

Answer: Yes.

11
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Jan 28 04 06:02p GREG ANDERSON BLEDSOE TEL 4234476853 p-

=) ATET Wireless
November 21, 2003

Randel Burns
Bledsoe Telephone
115 Cherry StE
Pikeville, TN 37367

Dear Randel Burns, !
|

AT&T Wireless Services, Inc. is requesting provisioning of portability with your
company for end users outside the Top 100 MSAs by May 24™, 2004 in '
accordance with the FCC's Wireless Number Portability Orders. |

Enclosed is a Bona Fide Request form with a list of markets oufside the 'fl'op 100
MSAs in which AT&T Wireless Services, Inc. is requesting portability by May
24™, 2004. Please indicate on the form whether each of your switches in the
markets on this list in which you operate is LNP capable. if a switch is nét
currently LNP-capable, pursuant to the FCC's rules and requirements and this
Bona Fide Request, you must ensure that your switches in the markets on this
list are LNP capable by May 24, 2004.

We request that you complete the attached form and return to the undersigned
by December 4™, 2003.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Suzy Nieman

Manager, Carrier Relations
Phone: (425) 580 0845
Fax: (425) 580 8609 '

Suzanne meman@attws.com

AT&T Wireless Services 7277 164" Avenue NE Redmond, WA 98052

i
|
!

" Attachment to Response # O
;10 TRA's Data Request dated
(January 14, 2004

\Docket No._03-00633



Jan 28 04 06:02p GREG RANDERSON BLEDSOE TEL 4234476853 p-5

\_—

Interconnection/Numbering/Mandates velrizo nW",e I e S S

Verizon Wireless
2785 Mitchell Drive MS 7-1
Walnut Creek, CA 94598

November 7, 2003

IMMEDIATE ATTENTION REQUESTED
Bledsoe Telephone Cooperative

203 Cumberland Ave.

Pikeville, TN 37367

Re:  Local Number Portability
Dear Greg Anderson

The FCC has recently reiterated the pre-existing deadlines for local number porting. Verizon
Wireless Cellco Partnershup d/b/a Verizon Wireless would Iike to complete a Service Level
Agreement (SLA) to ensure a smooth transition to number portabihity by estabhshing procedures
to govern the exchange of information duning the porting process. Specifically, an SLA would
serve several purposes: memornalize the intercarmer communications processes that the two
carriers mtend to follow, capture appropriate porting center and trouble contacts, and contain the
parties’ agreement to successfully facilitate porting customers. If you have not already received a
copy of our SLA, you can obtain onc by contacting Sharon Cafias at 925-279-6122 or email
Sharon.Canas@VerizonWireless com.

If negotiating an SLA is not possible in the next few weeks before the LNP deadline, Verizon
Wireless’s immediate concern is in obtaining, at minimum, a Trading Partner Profile (TPP). The
TPP would provide basic factual information necessary to accomplish portability and would
include those entities covered by the profile and any back-office or porting center contacts.
Venzon Wireless plans to integrate this information into 1ts information systems and also
provide 1t to personnel staffing our porting center. Whether or not an SLA 15 ultimately
executed, shanng this type of factual information is necessary to facilitate porting as well as
fallout resolution. In this regard, we have enclosed a copy of the TPP.

Please include a response to this request along with a point of contact for provision of TPP
mformation and/or SLA discussions in a letter or email addressed to the undersigned Thank you
for your immediate attention and cooperation. .

Linda Godfr E i

Member of Technical Staff :
Interconnection Numbering and Mandates :
Headquarters Network Operations Staff '

Enclosure i

I
| Attachment to Response #

’to TRA's Data Request dated _
January 14, 2004
\Docket No..03-00633




Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Tennessee Coalition Joint Response
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 3. Identify and describe the specific equipment, software, programming or other
technical issues that make number portability technically infeasible for each company.

In response to Question 3 and 4, the Coalition members have pr(:)v1ded individual
company information regarding the specific equipment, software and programming requirements
necessary for each individual company to be able to port telephone numbers The 1ssue of
intermodal, or wireline to wireless, number portability raises 1ssues of feasibility for rural
telephone companies beyond the technical capability of switches

A. It is technically infeasible for calls to ported number to be treated as “local” in the
absence of interconnection and routing arrangements with the carrier to which a number
has been ported.

Specifically, the FCC’s November 10, 2003, Order addressing wireline to wireless
portability requires that ‘““calls to the ported number will continue to be rated in the same fashion
as they were prior to the port As to the routing of calls to ported numbers, 1t should be no
different than 1f the wireless carrier had assigned the customer a new number rated to that rate
center ” In general, wireless carriers operating 1in Tennessee have not established any direct
interconnection arrangements with Coalition members Implementation of the FCC order 1s
technically infeasible to the extent that 1t anticipates that calls to ported numbers will
automatically be treated as “local calls” in the absence of interconnection arrangements Neither
interconnection between two carriers nor the establishment of an Extended Area Service (EAS)
route between two carriers occurs automatically Interconnection occurs within the framework of
Section 251 of the Act and 1s initiated by a request of one carrier to another, interconnection 1s
not a product of spontaneous generation Similarly, the establishment of an EAS route does not
occur 1n the absence of negotiation and agreement regarding the exchange of traffic between the
two carriers

B. In the absence of an interconnection arrangement, calls from a wireline end user to a
wireless carrier may be handled by the originating end user’s toll provider. The LEC
cannot route or rate the call as “local.”

Irrespective of the factual assumptions implicit in the FCC’s Order, the fact 1s that 1f a
call 1s ported to a wireless carrier that has no established interconnection arrangement with a

1



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251 2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Coalition member, the “calls to the ported number” cannot be rated “in the same fashion as they
were prior to the port.” In the absence of an established interconnection arrangement with a
wireless carrier, calls from wireline carrers to the network of the wireless carrier are generally
carried by the originating end user’s choice of toll carmer or interexchange carrier.

Where the FCC’s Order directs wireline carriers to route “calls to ported numbers .. no
different than if the wireless carrier had assigned the customer a new number rated to that rate
center,” the routing will be to the originating wireline customer’s chosen toll or interexchange
carrier 1n those instances where a wireless carrier has failed to establish an interconnection
arrangement with the wireline carrier pursuant to Section 251 of the Act Under these
circumstances, the Coalition member will be unable to comply technically with the requirement
of the Order to rate calls to the ported number “in the same fashion as they were prior to the
port ” The rating 1s performed by the onginating customer’s toll or interexchange service
provider

C. The Coalition members have no authority as LECs to transport calls beyond their
network boundaries . If an number is ported to a wireless carrier that has not made an
interconnection arrangement with the LEC, it is not technically feasible for the LEC to
transport a call to a ported number.

Contrary to the FCC’s apparent factual misunderstanding, the Coalition members and
other similarly situated rural telephone companies do not provision local exchange services that
involve transport responsibility or network functions beyond their own networks within their
respective service areas This fact 1s 1n stark contrast to the networks of BellSouth and the other
BOCs

Unlike the BOC:s that transport traffic throughout a LATA over their established network
facilities, the interconnection obligations and technical capabilities of the Coalition members are
limated to their local exchange networks which are geographically limited by the bounds of their
incumbent service terntory Telecommunications services provided to end users which involve
transport responsibility to interconnection with the networks of other carmers at points beyond a
Coalition member’s service area network are provided by toll or interexchange carriers, and not
by the Coalition member '

The toll or interexchange carrier chosen by the end user customer 1s responsible for the
transport and network functions for the transmission of the calls destined to points beyond the
network of the Coalition member The toll or interexchange carrier “carries” the call to its
destination for termunation to the called party, generally utilizing the switched interconnection
and termination services of the carrier serving the customer on the other end of the call

2



Tennessee Coaliion of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline 1o Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Commurucations Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

Accordingly, calls that are originated by customers of Coalition members and destined to
network 1nterconnection points beyond the network of the Coalition member are both “routed”
and “rated” by the customer’s chosen toll or interexchange carrier which, 1n fact, 1s the service
provider for such calls. The functional involvement of the Coalition member with respect to
such calls 1s limited to the provision of interexchange access services on an equal basis to
interexchange carriers that compete to provide interexchange services to the end user.

D. Appropriate processes and procedures should be undertaken prior to the porting of
numbers to ensure that customer expectations are met.

To the extent that the FCC has contemplated or assumed the existence of some other
treatment of calls to numbers ported from a wireline carrier to a wireless carrier where the
wireless carrier has no interconnection point established on the network of a Coalition member,
appropnate procedures and processes must be undertaken to examine a complex set of 1ssues
regarding which carriers will transport the traffic to a point beyond the network of the Coalition
member and what the terms for such transport will be Any such contemplated or assumed
alternative arrangement cannot be implemented 1n the absence of a thorough consideration of the
1ssues, and the determination of rational mechanisms to route a call to a point of interconnection
beyond the physical location of the original rate center and physical network facilities of the
Coalition member within the local exchange service area in which the number was formerly used
at a specific location Until these network arrangements are established by a wireless carrier,
porting a number to that wireless carrier and treating calls to that number as “local” 1s not
technically feasible

24485171



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline 1o Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251{f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended

! Docket No. 03-00633

TDS Telecom
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 1: Has the company previously petitioned the FCC or the TRA requesting an
extension of time, or a modification of the FCC's rules regarding number portability? If
so, a copy of each company's filings should be provided with the response.

Answer: Humphreys County, Tellico and Tennessee Telephone were members of
the Tennessee Small Local Exchange Company Coalition which filed a
251(f)(2) petition for suspension and/or modification of all 251(b) & (c¢)
interconnection obligations, including local number portability, with the
TRA 1n August, 1999 (Docket 99-00613) (See Attached) This petition
was withdrawn by the Coalition in November, 2001 prior to a final order
from the TRA



Tennessee Coaliion of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Compantes and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

TDS Telecom ,
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 2: Identify, by company, the switch designation(s), and exchange(s), for which
the petition of suspension of the FCC's rules is being sought.

Answer: Switch designations and exchanges are 1dentified below -

TDS Telecom Company  Switch Exchange
Humphreys County NWIJHTNXARSS5  931-535

Tellico TLPLTNXADSI1 423-253

Tellico CKCKTNXARSO  423-261

Tellico BLPLTNXARSO 423-295

Tellico RCVLTNXARSO  423-462

Tellico NIOTTNXARSO 423-568

Tellico VONRTNXADS1  423-792,423-884
Tellico ENWDTNXADS1  423-885, 423-887
Tennessee Telephone SCHLTNXARSO  731-549
Tennessee Telephone BCTNTNXARSO 731-586
Tennessee Telephone PRSSTNXASDSI1 731-845, 731-847
Tennessee Telephone DCVLTNXARSO  731-852
Tennessee Telephone SRDSTNXARSI1 731-858
Tennessee Telephone COVLTNXARSO  931-293
Tennessee Telephone LNDNTNXARSO  931-589
Tennessee Telephone LBVLTNXARSO 931-593
Tennessee Telephone CFTNTNXARSO 931-676
Tennessee Telephone WYBOTNXADS1 931-722
Tennessee Telephone CNWDTNXADS1 931-724

N



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended

' Docket No. 03-00633

TDS Telecom
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 3: Identify and describe the specific equipment, software, programming or
other technical issues that make number portability technically infeasible for each
company.

Answer: TDS Telecom has no equipment limutations that make LNP deployment at
any of these locations technically infeasible However, having received
requests for LNP deployment m over 200 locations TDS system-wide and
given the limited technical resources available for installation and testing

at each site, 1t 1s infeasible that all locations can be completed by the
5/24/04 deadline



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline 1o Wireless Number
Portabiity Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communuications Act of 1934, as Amended

' Docket No. 03-00633

TDS Telecom :
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 200

Question 4: For each piece of equipment and/or software item that is required, identify the
costs to each company to purchase, install and test each item necessary for the
implementation of local number portability capability.

Answer: The cost to purchase and install software to support LNP functionality are
as follows Hymphreys County- $5,000 (some additional costs were
shared/incurred when Mt Juliet host switch was updated)

Tellico- $36,235
Tennessee Telephone- $150,669 for remaining non-LNP capable sites.!

! Tennessee Telephone Company would incur an additional $169,948 for, 1f and when 1t 1s required to participate n
number pooling



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communuications Act of 1934, as Amended

‘ Docket No. 03-00633

TDS Telecom
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 5: Identify the costs of each companys, if any, of any contract(s) that must be
entered into to participate in number portability. (Any costs or contract(s) considered
required should not include interconnection agreements.)

Answer: Each company will be required to execute an agreement with NEUSTAR,
Inc the LNP Administrator for the United States  The charges billed by
NEUSTAR will vary according to the cumulative volume levels of porting
events. Each company will also be assessed a call routing charge based on
the volume of queries



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

TDS Telecom
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 6: Identify any administrative function(s) change(s), internal and external to the
company, and the costs incurred to implement the change(s). (Administrative changes
would include additional personnel, office equipment and etc.)

Answer: At this time, TDS Telecom 1s not able to quantify the overall
admmistrative costs While administrative costs are being incurred, the
company has not separately tracked the additional costs These costs
would include the following activities / functions: LNP project
management, testing with carriers, order processing, internal procedure
development and training of customer service representatives, technicians
and administrative staff



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portabiity Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

TDS Telecom
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 7: Identify each company's total cost to implement local number portability.

Answer: TDS Telecom 1s unable to quantify the total cost of implementing LNP,
including (1f any) transport costs. See response to questions 4 and 7.



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portabiity Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Commurucations Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

TDS Telecom
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 8: Provide the number of access lines each company has in service.

Answer: Access lines as of December 2003 — Humphreys County — 2,014, Tellico —
9,827, Tennessee Tel — 66,792 (43,307 of Tennessee Tel's lines are
already LNP capable)



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

TDS Telecom
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 9: Identify, by company, if the FCC authorized local number portability charge,
as a regular monthly charge, is being imposed? If a LNP charge is being imposed by any
company, how much is the monthly charge and when did the charge begin to show on
customer's billing invoices for each company?

Answer: Only end-users 1n the Halls Crossroads, LaVergne and Mt Juliet
exchanges of Tennessee Telephone are being assessed the FCC LNP
charge as follows

Per Line - $0 15
Per PBX Trunk - $1 35
Per ISDN PRI - $0 75

These charges went into effect 10/1/2003 when those exchanges became
LNP capable Subscribers in the remaining exchanges of Tennessee Tel as
well as those 1n Tellico and Humphreys County are not currently assessed
an LNP charge



Tennessee Coaliion of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline 1o Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant 10 Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communuications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

TDS Telecom
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 10: Identify, by company, if there have been any previous requests from CLECs
or Wireless Service Providers for number portability? Provide copies of those requests
with the response.

Answer: Humphreys County — No LNP requests,
Tellico — requests from Sprint PCS and US Cellular, and

Tennessee Telephone — requests from US LEC (for offices already LNP
capable) and Cingular Wireless.

All are attached

10



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline 10 Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

TDS Telecom
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 11: Identify, by company, if the company can, or does, provide remote call
forwarding, or like service features, as a subscription feature available to its consumers?

Answer: All TDS Telecom companies can provide Remote Call Forwarding as a
subscription feature

11
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BEFORE THE TENNESSEE REGULATORY AUTHdRITY
' NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE

1

i/l’l
/
PETITION OF THE TENNESSEE SMALL LOCAL

) )
EXCHANGE COMPANY COALITION FOR )
TEMPORARY SUSPENSION OF 47 U.S.C. § ) DOCKET NO. 99-

)

)

IN RE:

251(b) AND 251(c) PURSUANT TO 47 U.S.C. §
251(f) AND 47 U.S.C. § 253(b).
PETITION

Comes the Temnessee Small Local Exchange Company Coalition and petitions the
Tennessee Regulatory Authority (the "Authority" or "TRA") pursuant to Setions 251(f)(2) and
253(b) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the "1996 Act") for a temporary suspenston of the
requirements mmposed u;lder Sections 251(b)(1), (2), (4) and (5) and 251(c) of the 1996 Act and
would respectfully show the Authority as follows

1 The Tennessee Small Local Exchange Company Coalition (the "Coalition”), is
comprised of and consists of the following member companies (1) Ardmore Telephone Company,
Inc., (2) the Century Telephone Enterprises, Inc Companes in Tennessee consisting of (a)
CenturyTel of Adamsville, Inc, (b) CenturyTel of Claborne, Inc, and (c) CenturyTel of
Ooltewah-Collegedale, Inc,, (3) Loretto Telephone Company, Inc , (4) Millington Telephone
Company, Inc ; (5) the TDS TELECOM Companies in Tennessee consisting of (a) Concord
Telephone Exchange, Inc , (b) Humphreys County Telephone Company, ’(c) Tellico Telephone
Company, and (d) Tennessee Telephone Company, (6) the Telephone Electromics Corp ("TEC")

Companies 1n Tennessee consisting of (a) Crockett Telephone Company, Inc, (b) Peoples

| Attachment to Response # \ :

to TRA's Data Request dated ,
| January 14, 2004 !
Docket.No _03-00633




Telephone Company, Inc , and (c) West Tennessee Telephone Company, Inc , and (7) United
Telephone Company, Inc.

2 The members of the Coalition are all small local exchange telephone comy--mes
regulated by the Authonity pursuant to T C.A. § 65-4-101 et seq. Each of the companies is
considered a rural telephone company by the qualifying criteria provided m 47 U.S C § 153(37)
Each of the Companues 1s a company entitled to suspensions and modifications for rural carriers
and entitled to petition the Authority under 47 U S C § 251()(2)

3 At the present time the Authority 1s considering state unmiversal service 1ssues 1o a
universal service generic contested case, Docket No 97-00888 Also, the Federal
Communications Commussion is considering modification to the federal umversal service
mechamsms 1n FCC Docket No 96-45 In the Matter of Federal State Joint Board on Universal
Service

4 That the Tennessee Legislature, by enacting Chapter 408 of the Acts of 1995, and
in particular T C A § 65-4-201(d), attempted to restrict competition 1n the territory of the small
rural telephone companies until such time as certan events occurred. It also attempted to insure
that Universal Service would be maintammed T C A § 65-5-207

5 Hyperion of Tennessee, L P, a facilities-based competitive local exchange carrier
filed a Petition seeking to extend services into an area served by Tennessee Telephone Company,
one of the members of the Coalition m this matter The Authority 1n that case, Docket 98-0001,
by Order dated April 9, 1998, denied Hyperion’s Petition based upon T C A § 65-4-201(d) and

onT C A § 65-5-207 the umversal service statute

[88)
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6. Hyperion of Tennessee, L P filed a Petition for Preemption of Tennessee Code
Annotated (T C A ) 65-4-201(d) with the FCC 1In a decision released May 27, 1999, the FCC
preempted T C A 65-4-201(d) but declined to grant Hyperion’s request to direct the A_uthonty
to grant Hyperion’s application The four TDS compamies and the Tennessee Regulatory
Authority filed separate Petitions for Reconsideration of the Memorandum Opinion and Order with
the FCC The Tennessee Regulatory Authority has also filed a Motion for Stay of Enforcement.
The Motions for Reconsideration and the Motion to Stay are now pending before the FCC

7. The Coalition does not seek a suspension of 251(b)(3) because all of the Petitioners
have or are mn the process of implementing IntralLATA Dialing Panity Plans Pursuant to an Order
of the TRA the Petitioners have submuited their Plans for IntraL ATA Dialing Parity and have
received TRA approval The mndividual implementation of each Plan has been or will be at a
considerable cost to the Petitioners

8. The Coalition does seek a suspension of 251(b)(1), (2), (4) and (5) and 251(c) of
the 1996 Act until such tume as the regulatory policies tailored to preserving universal service and
maintaiung affordable rates in rural service areas can be finally developed and mplemented at the
State and Federal levels

9 Petitioners will show that the suspension requested 1s necessary (a) to avoid a
significant adverse economuic umpact on users of telecommunication services generally; (b) to avoid
Imposing a requirement that 1s unduly economucally burdensome, or (c) to avoid mmposing a
requirement that 1s technically infeasible, and (d) 1s consistent with the public nterest, convenience

and necessity



PREMISES CONSIDERED, Petitioner prays.

(1) That pursuant tu Sections 253(b) and 251(f)(2) of the Telecommunications Act of
1996 [47 U S C §§ 253(b) and 251(f)(2)] the Tennessee Regulatory Authority suspend Sections
251(b)(1), (2), (4) and (5) and 251(c) interconnection requirements of the Petitioners until
regulatory policies tatlored to preserving umversal service and maintaining the affordable rates 1n
rural service areas can be developed and implemented at the state and federal levels

2) That the Tennessee Regulatory Authority suspend all Section 251(b)(1), (2), (4) and
(5) and Section 251(c) interconnection requirements to which Petitioners are, or, are potentially,
subject until final action is taken with regard to this Petition

3) That Petitioners have such other and further relief as they may be entitled to 1n this
cause

Respectfully submutted,

THE TENNESSEE SMALL LOCAL
EXCHANGE COMPANY COALITION

N2

R DALE GRI 223)
T G PAPPAS (#2703)
BASS, BERRY & SIMS PLC
2700 First American Center
Nashville, TN 37238
(615)742-6200

#2042906

AY



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
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v
I hereby certify that on August [8 » 1999, a copy of the foregoing documents (letter,
Petition and Brief) was served on the following persons, via U S Mail, postage pre paid,

addressed as follows

Don Baltimore, Esquire
Farrar & Bates

211 7th Ave , N., #320
Nashville, TN 37219-1823

Mr Thomas J. Curran
360 Communications Co
8725 W Higgins Road
Chicago, IL 60631

Richard Smith, President
Standard Communications Co
302 Sunset Dr , #101
Johnson City, TN 37604

Ms Nanette Edwards
Deltacom, Inc

700 Blvd South, #101
Huntsville, AL 35802

Carolyn Tatum-Roddy, Esq
Sprint Communications Co , LP
3100 Cumberland Circle
Atlanta, GA 30339

James P Lamoureux

AT&T

1200 Peachtree St , NE, #4068
Atlanta, GA 30367

Guilford Thornton, Esquire
Stokes & Bartholomew
424 Church Street, #2800
Nashville, TN 37219

Guy Hicks, Esquire

BeliSouth Telecommunications
333 Commerce St

Nashville, TN 37201-2300

Richard M Tettlebaum
Citizens Communications
1400 16th St., NW, #500
Washington, DC 20036

Vincent Williams, Esq
Consumer Advocate Division
426 Fifth Ave., N, 2nd FI.
Nashville, TN 37243-0500

Willilam C. Carriger, Esquire
Strang, Fletcher

One Union Sq., #400
Chattanooga, TN 37402

Dan H Elrod, Esquire
Trabue, Sturdivant, et al
511 Umon St , #2500
Nashville, TN 37219-1738

Jon Hastings, Esquire
Boult, Cummungs, et al
414 Union St , #1600
Nashville, TN 37219

Henry M Walker, Esquire
Boult, Cummings, et al
414 Union St , #1600
Nashville, TN 37219



Dana Shaffer, Esquire
NEXTLINK

105 Malloy Street, #300
Nashville, TN 37201

Richard Cys
Davis, Wright Tremaine

1155 Connecticut Ave , NW, #700

Washington, DC 20036

Daniel M Waggoner
Davis, Wright Tremaine
1501 Fourth Ave , #2600
Seattle, WA 98101-1684

Charles B Welch
Farris, Mathews, et al
511 Union St , #2400
Nashville, TN 37219

James Wright, Esq

United Telephone - Southeast
14111 Capatol Blvd

Wake Forest, NC 27587

Richard Collier, Esquire
Tennessee Regulatory Authority
460 James Robertson Parkway
Nashville, TN 37243-0500

Phoenix Network
Attn Denise Newman
1687 Cole Blvd
Golden, CO 80401

#2042906

LY

Jane Walters, Commissioner
Department of Education

710 James Robertson Pkwy , 6th Fl
Nashville, TN 37423-0375

Jack McFadden, Director

Dept of Finance & Administration
598 James Robertson Parkway
Nashville, TN 37243-0560

Edward W. Kirsch, Esquire

Dana Frix, Esquire

Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP
3000 K Street, NW, #300
Washington, DC 20007

Val Sanford, Esquire

Gullett, Sanford, Robinson & Martn
230 Fourth Ave , N., 3rd F1
Nashville, TN 37219-8888

D Billye Sanders, Esquire
P O Box 198866
Nashville, TN 37219-8966

Michael Romano, Esquire

Mark Pasko, Esquire

Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP
3000 K St., NW, #300

Washington, DC 20007-5116

Sheila Davis

Chaz Taylor, Inc

3401 West End Ave , #318
Nashville, TN 37203

2 Ao

T G Pappas



BEFORE THE TENNESSEE REGULATORY AUTHORITY
NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE

IN RE:

PETITION OF THE TENNESSEE SMALL LOCAL )
EXCHANGE COMPANY COALITION FOR )
TEMPORARY SUSPENSION OF 47 U.S.C. § ) DOCKET NO. 99-00613
251(b) AND 251(c) PURSUANT TO 47 U.S.C. § )
251(f) AND 47 U S.C. § 253(b) )

NOTICE OF WITHDRAWAL

Petitioner hereby gives notice of its intent to withdraw the petition filed 1n this case and
requests that the Authoiity dismiss this petition without prejudice from its docket The intervenors

do not object to the withdrawal of this petition

Respectfully supmuitted,
/<17 '
. /?/7/&3'/!,«'/@

R Dale Grimes (#6223)

T G Pappas (#2703)

Taia L Swafford (#17577)

BASS, BERRY & SIMS PLC

315 Deaderick Stieet, Suite 2700
Nashville, Tennessee 37238-0002
(615) 742-6200

Counsel for The Tennessee Small
Local Exchange Company Coalition

| Attachment to Response # !

| to TRA's Data Request dated 1
rJanuary 14, 2004
\Docket_No _03-00633




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a true and exact copy of the foregoing was served on the following
counsel of record, via the method checked, on November , 2001

Henry M Walker

Boult, Cummings, Conners & Berry
414 Union Street, #1600

Nashville, TN 37219

Richard Collier

Tennessee Regulatory Authority
460 James Robertson Parkway
Nashville, TN 37243-0500

Kemal M Hawa

Swidler, Beilin, Shereff, Friedman, LLP
3000 K Street, Suite 300

Washington, D C 20007-5116

SWAFFORDTL/ 2239040

H/Pland Delivery
[ ] First Class Mail

[ ] Facsimile

[#fand Delivery
[ ] First Class Mail

[ ] Facsimile

[ ] Hand Delivery
[»First Class Mail
[ ] Facsumile

=
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BEFORE THE TENNESSEE REGULATORY AUTHORITY

. NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE
‘ March 25, 2002
IN RE:
PETITION OF THE TENNESSEE SMALL DOCKET NO.
LOCAL EXCHANGE COMPANY COALITION 99-00613

FOR TEMPORARY SUSPENSION OF
47 U.S.C. §§ 251(b) and 251(c) PURSUANT
TO 57 U.S.C. § 251(f) and 47 U.S.C. § 253(b)

\-«vvvvwv

ORDER ACCEPTING WITHDRAWAL OF PETITION

This matter came before the Tennessee Regulatory Authornty (“Authonty” or
“TRA™) at a regularly scheduled Authonty Conference held on November 20, 2001 upon
the November 6, 2001 fiing of the Tennessee Small Local Exchange Company
Coalition’s Notice of Withdrawal
Background

On August 18, 1999, Tennessee Small Local Exchange Company Coalition (the
“Coalition™)' filed a Penition with the Authonity requesting a temporary suspension of the
requirements of Sections 251(b)(1), @), (4 and (5 and 251(c} of the

Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the “Act”) The Petition, filed pursuant to Sections

! The Coahition consists of the following member compames Ardmore Telephone Company, Inc, Century
Telephone Enterpnises, Inc , CenturyTel of Adamsville, Inc » CenturyTel of Claibarne, Inc , CenturyTel of
Ooltewah-Collegedale, Inc Company, Loretto Telephone Company, Inc , Milington Telephone Company,
Inc, TDS TELECOM compames 1 Tennessee consishng of Concord Telephone Exchange, Tennessee
Telephone Company, Tellico Telephone Company, Humphreys County Telephone Company (collectively
the “TDS Iocal exchange camers™), the Telephone Electromcs Corp (“TEC™) compames m Tennessee
mcluding Crockett Telephone Company, Inc, Peoples Telephone Company, Inc, West Tennessee
Telephone Company, Inc and Umted Telephone Company, Inc Each member of the Coalition claims to
be a rural telephone company within the meaning of 47 U S C § 153 (37)

'

|
Attachment to Response #
' to TRA's Data Request dated

i January 14, 2004 |
\Docket_ No _03:00633\_/



. TO

Dale Graimes

{Business F: CSID 15 19, P 3

251(f)(2) and 253(b) of the Act, seeks the suspension of the requirements of
interconnection until “such time as the regulatory pohcies talored to preserving universal
service and maintaimng affordable rates 1n rural service areas can be finally developed
and implemented at the State and Federal levels ™

At a regularly scheduled Authonty Conference held on October 26, 1999, the
Authonity voted unanimously to open a contested case 1n this docket Thereafier petitions
to mtervene filed by US LEC of Tennessee, Inc (“US LEC”), the Southeastemn
Competitive Carriers Association (“SECCA™), Hyperion of Tennessee, LP (“Hyperion™)
and AT&T Commumcations of the South Central States, Inc (“AT&T™) (collectrvely
referred to as “the Intervenors™) were granted General Counsel or his designee was
appointed to serve as the Pre-Hearing Officer for the purpose of establishing 1ssues and
otherwise preparing this matter for consideration by the Authonty

On January 14, 2000, US LEC filed with the Authonty notification, pursuant to
47 U.S C § 251(f)(1), of 1ts “bona fide request” to TDS Telecom for an mterconnection
agreement with TDS and 1ts local exchange operating compames US LEC’s notification
and the subsequent filings related thereto were filed in TRA Docket No 00-00026

On March 17, 2000, a Pre-Hearing Conference was held in this docket, TRA
Docket No. 99-00613, during which the parties discussed the potential effect of a
decision on the Coalition’s Pention 1n this case upon US LEC’s request for
interconnection 1n TRA Docket No 00-00026 The parties agreed that a decision 1n this
docket resulting 1n a suspension of the requirements for interconnection set forth mn
Section 252 of the Act would act as a suspension of US LEC’s request During this

discussion, counsel for US LEC stated further that a determination of the Coalition’s

% See Pertion, TRA Docket No 99-00613, p 3 (August 18, 1999)
2
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Pennion i this docket would likely determine whether or not US LEC would proceed
with 1ts request filed i TRA Docket No 00-00026 The parties reached an agreement
that US LEC’s request would be held 1n abeyance pending a determination of the
Coalition’s Petition US LEC agreed to waive the requirement set forth 1n 47 U S C §
251(£)(1)(B) that the agency decide whether to termunate TDS Telecom’s exemption from
the requirements of 47 U.SC § 251(c) within one hundred and twenty (120) days after
receiving notice of the bona fide request 3

Following the completion of discovery and the fihng of pre-filed testimony,
hearing dates were set for August 22 and 23, 2000.* The Hearing was postponed to
permit the parties to address the impact of the Eighth Circurt Court of Appeals’ deciston
in Jowa Utilities Board v FCC® on the conduct of this proceeding.® A Pre-Heanng
Conference was held on August 22, to discuss the unpact of the fowa Utilities case and
revise the procedural schedule

A Status Conference was convened on December 14. 2000, during which counsel
for the Coalition made an oral request to have the setting of a Hearing mn this matter
deferred until the completion of TRA Docket No 00-00523, the Umversal Service for
Rural Areas — Generic Docket (the “Rural Umversal Service Docket™ As grounds for
the request, counsel for the Coalition stated that the resolution of certain 1ssues 1n the

Rural Universal Service Docket would directly affect the

* The Coalition has contested US LEC's representations that the request meets the critena for being a “bona
fide request” under47 U S C § 251{f)(1) Transcript of Proceedings, March 17, 2000, pp 39-42

* AT&T withdrew its watervention on August 11, 2000

* Towa Unl Bd v FCC, 219 F3d 744 (8“' Crr 2000) cert granted 1n part, 531 U S 1124, 121 S Ct. 877,
148 L Ed 2d 788 (2000)

¢ In advance of the Pre-Hearing Conference, the parties filed written comments on August 18, 2001,
addressing the Jowa Uni! Bd v FCC opimon

T T T T e e e e
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resolution of similar 1ssues 1 this docket Counsel for the Intervenors opposed the
Coalttion’s request, stating that deferning this matter would cause an unnecessary delay
resolving this docket

On December 18, 2000, the Pre-Hearing Officer 1ssued the Order Establishing
Schedule for Filing Comments or Memoranda and Setting a Hearing Date In the event
the Coalition’s request to hold this docket in abeyance was denied, the Heaning was
scheduled for February 14, 15 and 16, 2001, subject to the approval of the Authonty

On December 29, 2000, at the Pre-Hearing Officer’s direction, the Coalition filed
Petitioner’s Request To Defer Hearing Until Conclusion Of TRA Docket No 00-00537
and Memorandum in Support, arguing that the Rural Universal Service Docket 1s likely
to resolve a number of 1ssues central to the resolution of this docket and the Coalition and
its subscribers will be subjected to sigmficant harm if competition through
Interconnection 1s permitted i the absence of umversal service funding mechanisms
Consistent with this reasoning, the Coalition further requested that the Authonty defer
US LEC’s request for interconnection 1n TRA Docket No. 00-00026 pending resolution
of the Rural Universal Service Docket

On January 5, 2001, the Intervenors filed Reply of US LEC of Tennessee,
Hyperion of Tennessee, LP, and the Southeastern Compentive Carriers Association to
Petitioner’s Request to Defer Hearing Unnl Conclusion of Docket No 00-00537 The
Intervenors argued that a decision to grant the Coalition’s Request would be equivalent to
granting the same substantive relief requested in the Coahtion’s Petition without

requiring the Coalition to satisfy any of the federal Statutory critenia necessary for
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suspenston US LEC also spectfically objected to any further delay 1n 1ts request for
interconnection n TRA Docket No 00-00026

During the week of F ebruary 5, 2001 the proposed heaning dates were continued
by agreement of the parties On July 13, 2001, the Pre-Hearing Officer received a letter
from counsel for US LEC, requesting that this matter be reset for a hearing The
Coalition filed a letter in response on August 31, 2001, reiterating 1ts request to stay this
proceeding pending the conclusion of TRA Docket No 00-00523

On October 4, 2001, the Pre-Hearing Officer 1ssued the Imtial Order Denying the
Tennessee Small Local Exchange Company Coalition’s Request to Defer Hearing Unuil
Conclusion of Docket No 00-00523 and Establishing Procedural Schedule, finding that
the Coalitron provided msufficient grounds to support its request to defer the Hearing. In
addition, the Pre-Hearing Officer analyzed the effect of the Jowa Unlines case on the
burden of proof 1 this docket, concluding that the burden of proof for suspensions and
modifications for rural carners was unchanged and rested on each member of the
Coahition
The Coalition’s Notice of Withdrawal

The Coalttion filed 1ts Notice of Withdrawal on November 6, 2001 The Nonce
stated that the Coalition 1ntended to withdraw 1ts Pesiion in thus case without prejudice
The Notice further stated that the intervenors did not object to the withdrawal of the
Petition

At a regularly scheduled Authonity Conference on November 20, 2001, the

Authonty dehberated the Coalition’s Notice of Withdrawal After heanng from the
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Coalition and from the Intervenors, which voiced their lack of an objection to the

withdrawal of the Petition, the Authority voted unanimously to accept the withdrawal.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT:

The Tennessee Small Local Exchange Company Coalition’s Notice of

Withdrawal 1s granted and this docket 15 closed

C i

”~

- Sara Kyle, Charrman

ATTEST

K. David Waddell, Executive Secretary
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Bonafide Request Form (BFR) Vo ok

Purpose: Ths form 1s used to request deployment of long-term Local Number Portability as defined 1n the FCC mandates
(CcC !

Docket 95-116). Specifically, this form requests that ALL codes be opened for portabihity within the Metropolitan Statistical

Area and wireline switch CLLI codes designated below. This form may be used for both wireless and wireline requests.

TO CIPIENT): FROM (REQUESTOR):

OCN: 0578 Company Name: Sprmt PCS
Company Name TELLICO TELEPHONE CO , INC Contact Name: Fawn Romg
Contact Name: CHARLES HALL Contact's Address: 6580 Sprint Parkway

Malstop KSOPHW0516-5B360

Contact's Address: POBOX 9
Overland Park, KS 66210

TELLICO PLAINS TN 37385 Contact's Email: fromug01@sprmtspectrum.com
Contact's Phone: 423-887-2105 Contact's Fax: (913) 523-8333
Contact’s Phone: (913) 794-9486
TIMING:

Date of Request: May 23, 2003
Receipt Confirmation Due By- June 9, 2003
Effective Date: November 24, 2003

Designated Wirehine Switch CLLI Codes:

Ist CLLI: NIOTTNXARSO 4th CLLI
2nd CLLI: RCVLTNXARSO Sth CLLI:
3rd CLLI. VONRTNXADSI1 6th CLLI

Designated Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs):

Note MSAs refer to the US Census Bureau MSAs These may differ from the MSAs as separately defined by the wireless or wirelme mndustnes
MSA_NAME-

Actions Required of the Recipient:

1 Within 10 days of receipt, provide confirmation to the requestor that this form has been recerved
2 For all currently released codes, and those to be released at any future ttme, within the designated U S Census Bureau MSAs
and wirehine switch CLLI codes (where applicable), open all for porting within the LERG

3 For all curently released codes, and those to be released at any future time, within the designated US Census Bureau MSAs
and wirehne switch CLLI codes (where applicable), open all for porting withun the NPAC (Number Portabihty Admimistration
Center)

T

4 Ensure that all switches handling codes within the designated MSAs are Local Number Portability capable.
Monday, May 12, 2003 BFR Checklist Form v04 020204 doc
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TELLICO TELEPHONE CO INC
CHARLES HALL

PO BOX 9
TELLICO PLAINS, TN 37385

Enclosed 1s the Bona Fide Request (BFR) form in acceptance with the provisions
of the FCC mandate to provide long-term deployment of Local Number
Portability The purpose of this letter is to request provisioning of LNP In areas
where TELLICO TELEPHONE CO INC s licensed to do business

The attached BFR identifies the area by cellular/PCS market name that must be
opened for porting by May 24, 2004 Please review this form, validate that
TELLICO TELEPHONE CO INC is responsible for the identified market and
confirm the date by which these switches will be LNP capable Please confirm
receipt of this request within 10 days

If you have any additional questions or concerns, you can contact me at the
number below or at Ipaarfusser@uscellular com

Sincerely,

Lisa Paarfusser
Manager-Interconnect
(773) 399-4985 — Desk
(773) 399-4123 — Fax

|
i
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8410 West Bryn Mawr Avenue
Chacago, IL 60631-3486

Tel 773 399 8900 Fax 773 399 8936
www uscellular com



Bonafide Request Form (BFR)

’

se_ This form is used to request deployment of long-term Local Number Portability as defined in the FCC mandates
Jocket 95-116) Specifically, this form requests that All codes be opened for portability within the Metropolitan Statistical
zas and wireline rate centers designated below This form may be used for both wireless and wireline requests

J (RECEIPIENT) tROM (REQUESTOR])
Company Name  TELLICO TELEPHONE CO INC Company Name U S CELLULAR
Company Contact CHARLES HALL Company Contact Lisa Paarfusser
Comapny Address PO BOX 9 Company Address 8410 W Bryn Mawr Ave , #700

Contact's Email.
Contact's Fax
Contact's Phone

TELLICO PLAINS, TN 37385 Chicago, IL 60631

Contact's Email  Ipaarfusser@uscellular com
Contact's Fax (773) 399-4123
Contact's Phone (773) 399-4281

Timin
Date of Request 11/24/2003
Receipt Confirmation Due By 12/10/2003 (Due no later than 10 days after the Date of Request)
Effective Date  5/24/2003 (Not less than 6 months from the Date of Request)

Designated Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs)

Note MSAs referto the U S Census Bureau MSAs These may differ from the MSAs as separately defined by the wireless
or wireline industries

Market TNO7 Rate Center TELLICOPL, TN
Market TNO7 Rate Center BALL PLAY, TN
Market TNO7 Rate Center RICEVILLE, TN
Market TNO7 Rate Center- VONORE, TN
Market TNO7 Rate Center NIOTA, TN

Market TNO7 Rate Centerr COKERCREEK, TN
Market TNO7 Rate Center ENGLEWOOD, TN

!
i

t |
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| to TRA's Data Request dated
| January 14, 2004 ‘
\Docket No 03-00633 )

Actions Required of the Receipient

1
2

3

Within 10 days of receipt, provide confirmation to the requestor that this form has been received

For all currently released codes, and those to be released at any future time, within the designated U S Census Bureau MSAs
and wireline rate centers (where applicable), open all for porting within the LERG

For all currently released codes, and those to be released at any future time, withun the designated Us Census Bureau MSAs
and wireline rate centers (where applicable), open all for porting within the NPAC (Number Portability Adminstration Center)
Ensure that all switches handling codes within the designated MSAs are Local Number Portability capable
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Urgent Attention Required d‘:”%
UW beno

Tennessee Telephone Co Qj@AM

LNP Contract Mgr

5265 Murfreesboro Rd ,

Knoxville, TN 37922

Dear LNP Contract Manager

Cingular Wireless LLC, on behalf of 1ts wireless subsidianes and affiliates (“Cingular”),
1s requesting the provisioning of portability with your company and subsidianes and
affiliates (“Company”) for end users within the Top 100 MSAs effective November 24,

2003 and 1n markets outside the Top 100 MSAs by May 24, 2004 1n accordance with the
FCC’s Wireless Number Portability Orders

Enclosed are Cingular's documents to facilitate the negotiation and porting process
between Cingular and your Company

1 Trading Partner Profile
2 Bona Fide Request (BFR)

The FCC's recent Order dated November 7, 2003 requires wireline/wireless carmers to
port with each other with or without an agreement The FCC indicates that absent an
agreement, carners need only share basic contact and technical information sufficient to
perform the port The Trading Partner Profile (Enclosure 1) contains Cingular's company
codes, port center and techmical contacts, basic porting information and operating
procedures Cingular requests you to provide basic techmcal and operation contact
information from your Company so we can enter 1t 1nto our IT porting processes and

provide to port support personnel Exchanging such information 1s needed to facilitate
porting and resolve conflicts with the porting process

If your Company wishes to negotiate an agreement, please let me know and I will send
our generic industry standard SLA

Cingular has received requests and will be porting capable 1n its service areas within the
Top 100 markets by 11/24/03 and outside the Top 100 by 5/24/04 Cingular 1s requesting
your Company to provide portability 1n the switches identified 1n the BFR (Enclosure 2)
i (
- ' . - + Attachment to Response # _)O_
' to TRA's Data Request dated
January 14, 2004 l




If your Company has not recerved a BFR for a specific market, Cingular 1s requesting
that you 1dentify the market and provide a list of these respective switches We request

that you complete the attached form and return 1t to the unders: gned contact for Cingular
within 10 days of receipt

Thank you for your prompt attention and providing the Trading Partner Profile and other
requested mformation If you have any questions, please don’t hesitate to call

Sincerely,

Susan Riley %

Sr Interconnection Manger

Supply Chain Management

5565 Glennidge Connector, Suite 1520
Atlanta, GA 30342

Phone (404) 236-6902

Fax (404) 236-6093

Email susan nley@cingular com

Enclosures



Bonafide Request Form (BFR)

Purpose This form 1s used to request deployment of long-term Local Number Portability as defined in the FCC
mandates (CC Docket 95-116) Specifically, this form requests that ALL codes be opened for portability within the

Metropolitan Statistical Areas and wireline switch CLLI codes designated below This form may be used for both
wireless and wireline requests

TO (RECIPIENT):

FROM (REQUESTOR):

Company Name Tennessee Telephone Co Company Name. Cingular Wireless

Contact Name LNP Contract Mgr Contact Name Susan Riley

Contact’s Address 5265 Murfreesboro Rd , Knoxville, Contact’s Address 5565 Glenridge Connector,
TN 37922 ‘i

Suite 1520, Atlanta, GA 30342
Contact’s Email.

Contact’s Email: susan riley@cingular com

Contact's Fax: (404) 236-6262

Contact’s Fax

Contact’s Phone 423-681-4208

Contact’s Phone’ (404) 236-6902

£y v 8 AU St g ot = 2 13 Y7 g ey e o s oy g e

Timing:

Date of Request December 2, 2003

Receipt Confirmation Due By. December 12, 2003 (Due no later than 10 days after the Date of Request)
Effective Date May 24, 2003 (Not less than 6 months from the Date of Request)

Designated Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs):

Note MSAs refer to the U S Census Bureau MSAs These ma

y differ from the MSAs as separately defined by the
wireless or wireline industries

1 MSA 4" MSA:

Designated Wireline Switch CLLI Codes:

(CLLI — Common Language Location Identifier)

1% CLLI __ (see attached list) 4" cLLI

2™ CcLLI 5" CLLI

3" CLLL

1)y NN e T T Do A TR YR N AN A

Actions Required of the Recipient:

-_—

Within 10 days of receipt, provide confirmation to the requestor that this form has been received

For all currently released codes, and those to be released at any future time, within the designated U S Census
Bureau MSAs and wireline switch CLLI codes (where applicable), open all for porting within the LERG

For all currently released codes, and those to be released at any future time, within the designated U S Census

Bureau MSAs and wireline switch CLL! codes (where applicable), open all for porting within the NPAC (Number
Portability Administration Center)

—4- —Ensure-that-all-switches-handiing-codes-within the designated MSAs-are-Local NuﬁberPortabﬂ!ty capable




LATA NAME NPA | NXX | LNP | OCN OCN NAME ST SWITCH Top 100
MEMPHIS TENNESSEE 731 | 586 | N 575 |TENNESSEE TELEPHONE CO| TN BCTNTNXARSO NO
MEMPHIS TENNESSEE 731 | 852 | N 575 |TENNESSEE TELEPHONE CO!| TN DCVLTNXARSO NO
MEMPHIS TENNESSEE 731 | 847 N 575 |TENNESSEE TELEPHONE CO| TN PRSSTNXADS1 NO
MEMPHIS TENNESSEE 731 | 549 | N 575 |TENNESSEE TELEPHONE CO| TN SCHLTNXARSO NO
MEMPHIS TENNESSEE 731 | 858 | N 575 |TENNESSEE TELEPHONE CO| TN SRDSTNXARS1 NO

NASHVILLE TENNESSEE 931 | 676 N 575 |TENNESSEE TELEPHONE CO| TN CFTNTNXARSO NO
NASHVILLE TENNESSEE 931 | 724 | N 575 (TENNESSEE TELEPHONE CO| TN CNWDTNXADS1 NO
NASHVILLE TENNESSEE 931 1293 | N 575 |TENNESSEE TELEPHONE CO| TN COVLTNXARSO NO
NASHVILLE TENNESSEE 931 | 593 | N 575 |TENNESSEE TELEPHONE CO| TN LBVLTNXARSO NO
NASHVILLE TENNESSEE 931 | 589 ] N 575 |TENNESSEE TELEPHONE CO | TN LNDNTNXARSO NO
NASHVILLE TENNESSEE 931 | 722 | N 575 |TENNESSEE TELEPHONE CO| TN WYBOTNXADS1 NO

—arr

.- o




Lowrance, Linda N.

From Mottern, Bruce H

Sent Fnday, April 26, 2002 11 12 AM

To Lowrance, Linda N

Subject FW US LEC Exchanges for LNP at TDS - Tennessee

Linda - Ed's emall Bruce

—--Onginal Message—--

From Griffin, Edward [mailto egnffin@uslec com]

Sent Friday, April 26,2002 11 10 AM

To Bruce Mottern (E-mail)

Subject US LEC Exchanges for LNP at TDS - Tennessee

Bruce,

In answer to your question concerning the TDS companies and exchanges we
have identified as needing Local Number Portability are

Concord Telephone Exchange Concord
Tennessee Telephone Mt Juliet, LaVergne, Halls
Crossroads

It appears that Mt Juliet i1s a host switch, | assume from past expernience
that its remotes can be made portable with only a LERG change

I'll be looking for your marked up agreement on Thursday, May 2

Ed

Edward H Gniffin
Manager - ICO & Wireless Interconnect
US LEC Corp

Phone 704-319-1476
Fax 704-602-1476
egnffin@uslec com

|
; Attachment to Response #
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Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Commurnucations Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

North Central Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 1: Has the company previously petitioned the FCC or the TRA requesting an
extension of time, or a modification of the FCC's rules regarding number portability? If
so, a copy of each company's filings should be provided with the response.

Answer: Yes On September 24, 2003, the company filed a Petition for Waiver
seeking an extension of time of the November 24, 2003 LNP deadline
The Petition was supplemented on December 8, 2003. The FCC's
disposition of the Petition placed North Central with all of the other local
exchange carriers that serve less than two percent of the nation's
subscriber lines for which 1t extended the deadline, until May 24, 2004, to
implement intermodal number portability See In the Matter of Telephone
Number Portability. Order, CC Docket No 95-116, FCC 04-12 (rel Jan.
16, 2004) Copies of the filings are attached.



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Comparnies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

North Central Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 2: Identify, by company, the switch designation(s), and exchange(s), for which
the petition of suspension of the FCC's rules is being sought.

Answer:

Switch Designation

OKGVTNXADSO
OKGVTNXARSS
WMLDTNXARSS
BTHPTNXARSS
GNGVTNXARSS
LFYTTNXADSI1
PLSHTNXARSS5
RBSPTNXARSS
DFTDTNXARSS5
HLDLTNXARSS

Exchanges
615-362

615-888
615-644
615-841
615-655
615-666, 615-688
615-677
615-699
615-774
615-633



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

North Central Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 3: Identify and describe the specific equipment, software, programming or
other technical issues that make number portability technically infeasible for each
company.

Answer: The company's Nortel switch currently does not support the ability to port
numbers to another carmer Accordingly, software upgrades to the switch
would be required Additional arrangements would need to be made with
the database provider, NPAC. The specific methodology by which the
parties will physically exchange ported traffic 1s still unknown



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Compantes and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

North Central Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 4: For each piece of equipment and/or software item that is required, identify the
costs to each company to purchase, install and test each item necessary for the
implementation of local number portability capability.

Answer: Nortel estimates that 1t would charge approximately $125,000 for the
necessary software to comply with the number portability requests Costs
related to the way the companies will physically exchange ported traffic
are unknown



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline 10 Wireless Number
Portabiity Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

North Central Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 5: Identify the costs of each company, if any, of any contract(s) that must be
entered into to participate in number portability. (Any costs or contract(s) considered
required should not include interconnection agreements.)

Answer: Costs related to the database provider are as follows:
One-time setup costs $ 2000
Recurring monthly costs $ 800 ($9600 annually)



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portabiity Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

North Central Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 6: Identify any administrative function(s) change(s), internal and external to the
company, and the costs incurred to implement the change(s). (Administrative changes
would include additional personnel, office equipment and etc.)

Answer: It 1s unknown whether many of the company's customers will request
porting of their numbers to wireless carriers Accordingly, administrative
costs cannot be projected at this time.



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

North Central Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 7: Identify each company's total cost to implement local number portability.

Answer: $127,000 one time costs, $800 monthly costs



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

North Central Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 8: Provide the number of access lines each company has in service.

Answer: The company serves 16,532 access lines 1n the State of Tennessee.



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

North Central Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 9: Identify, by company, if the FCC authorized local number portability charge,
as a regular monthly charge, is being imposed? If a LNP charge is being imposed by any
company, how much is the monthly charge and when did the charge begin to show on
customer's billing invoices for each company?

Answer: The company ts not imposing the FCC authorized local number portability
charge on subscribers to the company's incumbent local exchange
operations 1n the State of Tennessee



Tennessee Coaliion of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

North Central Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 10: Identify, by company, if there have been any previous requests from CLECs
or Wireless Service Providers for number portability? Provide copies of those requests
with the response.

Answer: The company has not received any requests from CLECs for number
portability The company has received correspondence purporting to be
requests to tmplement number portability from the following Wireless
Providers Venzon Wireless, Sprint PCS, Cingular and AT&T Wireless
Copies of the purported requests and responses are attached

10



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portabiity Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

North Central Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 11: Identify, by companys, if the company can, or does, provide remote call
forwarding, or like service features, as a subscription feature available to its consumers?

Answer: The company offers this feature, however should a customer forward their
calls to a cell number that does not have local presence the customer
would be charged a toll.

11
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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20554 '

In the Matter of

Telephone Number Portability ; CC Docket No. 95-116

North Central Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Petition for Waiver of Section 52.23(c)
of the Commission's Rules

N N e, S N

To: Chief, Wireline Competition Bureau

PETITION FOR WAIVER
Pursuant to Sections 1 3, 1 925 and 52 23(e) of the Commission's Rules,' North Central
Telephone Cooperative, Inc. (the “Company’) hereby requests waiver or temporary extenston of

2 within

the requirement for local exchange carriers (“LECs”) to implement “number portabulity,
six months after a request by a Commercial Mobile Radio Service (“CMRS™) provider, as set
forth in Section 52.23(c) of the Commission's Rules, to the extent necessary. * The current

uncertainty regarding interpretation of porting rules, as well as implementation conundrums,

requires the Company, out of abundance of caution, to seek the instant relief on this last day for

' 47CFR §§13,1925and 52 23(e)

2 The Communications Act of 1934, as amended (the “Act”) defines number portability as “the ability of

users of telecommunication services to retamn, at the same location, existing telecommumcations numbers without
impaiwrment of quality, reliability, or convemence when switching from one telecommunications carrier to another
47U S C §153 (30) (emphasis added) See also 47 C F R. §52 21(p) (FCC quoting the Act’s “service provider
portability” defimtion) As explamed herein, 1t 15 unclear whether the requests received from the CMRS providers
comply with these applicable defimtions.

3 47 C.FR. § 52 23(c) The Company received two requests to implement number portability by November
24, 2003 (the “WLNP Deadline™)

, Attachment to Response # '

to TRA's Data Request dated
January 14, 2004
\Docket No. 03-00633




such a request pursuant to the Commission’s Rules.* As demonstrated herein, waiver 1s
warranted because the application of the Rule to the Company would be‘unduly burdensome and
contrary to the public interest. To further the public interest, the Comp@y proposes a specific
deployment schedule based upon representations made by its switch vendor and commuts to
submitting quarterly reports to inform the Commussion of its progress toward compliance.
L Background

A, The Company is a Small Rural Cooperative

The Company 15 a rural telephone company as defined by the Act’ and is organized as a
cooperative.’ The Company has less than 17,000 access lines. Accordingly, it satisfies the
criteria set forth in Section 251(f)(2), which provides in pertinent part, thgt LECs “with fewer
than two percent of the Nation’s subscriber lines installed in the aggregate nationwide may

petition a state commission for a suspension or modification”’ of the number portability

¢ As explawned heren, the Company secks a one-year extension following clanfication of its obligations and
confirmation that the requests are valid.

5 47U S C. §153(37) The Company provides telephone exchange service, including exchange access, to
fewer than 50,000 access lines and serves a study area of fewer than 100,000 access lines See47U S C
§§153(37)(B) and (C)

6 See, Amendment of Part 1 of the Commussion’s Rules — Competitive Bidding Procedures Second Order on
Reconsideration of the third Report and Order and Order on Reconsideration of the Fifth Report and Order, WT
Docket No 97-82, FCC 03-98 (rel May 8, 2003), Joint Separate Statement of Chairman Michael K Powell and
Commussioner Jonathan S Adelstein (“Rural Telephone Cooperatives are a vital and distinctive hnk 1n achieving
our telecommunications policy goals in rural Amenca™)

7 47 U.SC §251(f)2)



requirements.® As of December 2002, approximately 188 million local telephone lines were in
service nationwide.” In the aggregate, the Company provides services to 16,532 access lines, far
below the 2% threshold of 3.76 million access lines. '’

B. The Company’s Service Area and Operations Support the Requested Relief

The Company provides local exchange and exchange access services with the following
counties in Tennessee Macon, portions of Trousdale, portions of Sumner, portions of Clay and
portions of Smith.'! All of this service territory encompasses areas that are sparsely populated.
As illustrated in Exhibit 1, the largest town in this service area has a population of approximately
3,885. The Company has 10 rate centers n its area. Only Sumner County is within the largest
100 metropolitan statistical areas (“MSAs”); however, the Company servés only the sparsely
populated areas of this county.

C. Technical Hurdles

The requests from the CMRS providers constitute the Company’s first experience with
number porting. Implementing number portability is technically complicated, and requires

ensunng that the proper arrangements are in place for handling end user traffic. As demonstrated

8 Section 251(b)(2) states that “The duty to provide, to the extent technically feasible, number portabihty 1n
accordance with requirements prescribed by the Commussion.” 47 U.S.C. §25 1(b)(2)

i See “Federal Communications Commussion Releases Study on Telephone Trends,” FCC News Release (rel.

Aug 7, 2003)
1o The Company provides service in the state of Tennessee, a state that does not regulate LECs Accordingly,
the Company’s only alternative for relief 1s to file this instant waiver petiion with the Commussion. The Company
also provides service mn the state of Kentucky The requests, however, do not seek implementation of number
portability for any of the Company’s Kentucky exchanges.

i

1" See company-specific information provided 1 Exhibat |



herein, porting numbers to wireless providers increases this complexity.

As reflected by the information provided in attached Exhibit 1, the Company will
experience significant expense, and require significantly more than six months, to equip its
switch with porting capability.'? As demonstrated herein, however, installation of number
portability capability only partially resolves the issue — unresolved implementation problems
render the provision of local number portability unduly economically burdensome and
technically infeasible.

The Company has received requests from Sprint PCS and Venzon Wireless detailed on
Exhibit 1 to implement portability by the WLNP Deadline The Company, through counsel,
responded to the CMRS providers, challenging the validity of their requést for the following
reasons: !

(1)  The request seeks to obligate a local exchange carrier to pﬁn a wireline number to

a wireless carrier that has the capability to allow the mobiie subscriber to use the
number outside the boundaries of the onginal rate center. Such an obligation
would be considered *“location” or “geographic” ponabilitly, an obligation that the

FCC has already determined is not required by statute and would be contrary to

the public interest.'* The Company requested the CMRS providers to provide any

!

. L. . o L . L. -

LTk

12 See Exhibit 1 noting that the Company’s estimates that its switch vendor, Nortel, would charge
approximately $50,000 for the necessary software to comply with the number portability requests and that 1t would
take a mummum of six months to mstall and test the required upgrades.

13 The FCC has distinguished “service provider portability” (see n.2, supra) from “geographic location
portability,” the latter of which a much different form of portabihty that the FCC has determined 1s not required by
statute “Geographic location portability” 1s defined as “the ability of users of telecommunications services to retain

4



additional facts to demonstrate that the request 1s not for geographic location
portability.
(2)  The request failed to demonstrate compliance with the FCC Rules that number
portability is required only if requested by “another telecommunications carrier in
areas in which that telecommunications carner is operating or plans to operate.”"*
In 1ts response, the Company sought assurance that the CMRS providers have
viable service in the Company’s service temntory or plan to provide such service.
Furthermore, the Company noted that there is no local interconnection 1n place
between it and the CMRS providers, demonstrating the absence of the CMRS
viders’ local presence and any indication of their “plaps to operate” within the

area.

To date, the CMRS providers either have not responded or have provided non-responsive

answers to these challenges.

IL, Waiver is Warranted

The standard for grant of a waiver of the Commission's Rules is that “in view of umque

or unusual factual circumstances of the instant case, application of the rule(s) would be

inequitable, unduly burdensome or contrary to the public interest, or the applicant has no

'

existing telecommumications numbers without impairment of quahity, relabihity, or convemence when moving from
one physical location to another ™ 47 C.F R §52 21(1)(emphasis added).

14 47 CFR §52 23(c).



13 Waiver is appropriate “if special circumstances warrant a deviation

reasonable alternative.
from the general rule and such deviation will serve the public interest.”'® Additionally, requests
for waiver of the FCC’s number portabulity rules must demonstrate the f61]ow1ng:
(1) The facts that demonstrate why the carrier 1s unable to meet the deadline;
(2) A detailed explanation of the activities that the carrier has undertaken to
meet the implementation schedule prior to requesting an extension of time;
3) An identification of the particular switches for which the extension is
requested;
(4)  The time within which the carrier will complete deployment in the
affected switches; and
(5) A proposed schedule with milestones for meeting the deployment date.'”
The Company’s waiver request meets these standards.

A. Application of the Rule to the Company Would be Unduly Burdensome and
Contrary to the Public Interest

Application of the requirement to implement number portability by the WLNP Deadline
would impose a requirement that 1s unduly economically burdensome. As a small and rural
telephone company, the Company has a limited customer base over which to spread its costs.'®

As noted herein, these costs are significant. The decision to incur them becomes even more

13 47CFR § 1.925(b)(3)(i1)

16 Northeast Cellular Telephone v. FCC, 897 F 2d 1164, 1166 (D.C. Cr. 1990) (cting WAIT Radio v FCC,
418 F2d 1153 (D C Cir 1969)) :

17 47CFR §5223(e)

18 See In the Matter of Numbering Resource Optimization, Implementation of the Local Compention

Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 Third Report and Order and Second Order on Reconsideration
in CC Docket No 96-98 and CC Docket No 99-200, 17 FCC Red 252, 262 (2001) (“Numbering Resource
Decision”) (The per line cost of implementing the technology for number pooling, which is the same technology that
15 used to implement number portability would “be sigmficantly higher for small and rural carrters operating outside
of the largest 100 MSAs than for camers operating mside urban and metropohtan areas because of these carriers’
himited customer bases”)



difficult to justify when weighed against the few, 1f any, public benefits that may be gained by
attempting to implement the capability to port numbers to the CMRS provider. The same
balancing of competing nterests was addressed previously and the decision was made that
smaller LECs, like the Company need not expend scarce resources.

When the FCC 1nitially promulgated its number portability rules, 1t agreed with
commenters that requiring rural LECs to provide number portability where no competitor has
requested such function would “burden rural LECs significantly without 'beneﬁting the public by
increasing competition.”"® Accordingly, the Commission determined to limit deployment of
portability “to those switches for which a competitor has expressed interest in deployment.”?
The Commission further found that 1f competition is not imminent in the‘ areas covered by
rural/smaller LEC switches, “then the rural or smaller LEC will not receive requests from
competing carriers to implement portability, and thus will not need to expend 1ts resources, until
competition actually develops in its service area.”?!

To the Company’s knowledge, however, the requesting CMRS providers are not

providing a competitive alternative to the local exchange service offered By the Company The

mobile service being provided 1s, at best, a complementary service since the Company 1s not

19 In the Matter of Telephone Number Portability First Memorandum Opinion and Order on
Reconsideration, 12 FCC Red 7236, 7298-99, 7301 (1997) (“Number Portability Recon;xderanon")
2 Id at 7301, see also 47 CF.R §52 23(c) (“Beginmng January 1, 1999, all LECs must make a long-term
database method for number portability available withm six months after a specific request by another
telecommunications carrier in areas 1n which that telecommunications carrier 1s operating or plans to operate”)

21 Number Portability Reconsideration, 12 FCC Red at 7302



aware of any customer eliminating its wireline service based on the wireless service that the
CMRS providers offer. Even assuming the CMRS providers were able to demonstrate that they
cover the Company’s service territory, there is no indication that any of the Company’s
subscribers have an nterest in substituting their wireline phone, particularly where a wireless
phone may very well have intermuttent service in rural areas. Accordingly, if required to
implement intermodal number portabihty, the Company would be severely economically
burdened, and the public would recognize few, if any, benefits. '

Second, to require the Company to implement number portability by the WLNP Deadline
would 1mpose a requirement that 1s technically infeasible. As attested to in Exhibit 1, the
Company estimates that it will take a minimum of six months from the initial order date to install
and test the required hardware and software upgrades. Even if installation of the necessary
equipment to achieve portability could be accomplished by the WLNP Deadline, implementation
of that capability does not, absent the establishment of terms and conditions with the CMRS
provider, address all of the potential technical or implementation issues. The resolution of these
issues, however, can be established only through the process of negotiating an interconnection
agreement, a process that the CMRS provider has not sought. Furthermore, the uncertainty
surrounding the undecided implementation 1ssues still pending before the FCC exacerbates an

already complicated process.?

2 Wireless Telecommunications Bureau Chuef, John Muleta, has stated his mtention to address pending

15sues regarding number portability “well in advance of the Nov. 24 LNP deadline.” “FCC Officials Press Wireless
Firms to Move Ahead on LNP Deployment,” TR Daily, Sept 8, 2003 ed. As of the date of this filing, however,
matters regarding intermodal porting are still pending before the Commussion. See, e g . Comment Sought on CTIA
Pention for Declaratory Ruling that Wireline Carriers Must Provide Portability to Wireless Carriers Operating



Third, imposition of the WLNP Deadline would be contrary to tl;e public interest in that
1t would have a significant adverse economic impact on users of telecomﬁumcations services
generally. As demonstrated herein, the costs of implementing the number portabulity are
significant, not only with respect to the deployment of the hardware and software necessary to
achieve porting capability, but also with respect to ongoing data costs an:d administration
processes, and the establishment of the proper arrangements among the affected carners.

Initial and on-going costs incurred to satisfy the request of the CMRS provider
ultimately are recovered through rates paid by the Company’s customers.l Compounding the
adverse effect of this result is the fact that most of these customers will receive no benefit from
the provision of intermodal number portability. The Company has yet to receive even an inquiry,
let alone a request from a customer, seeking to disconnect his/her w1relmje service and have
his/her number ported to a CMRS provider. In any event, the Company janticipates that the
ultimate number of subscribers wishing to port to wireless carrers would be very himited.
Accordingly, all of the subscribers of the Company would be adversely impacted by an increase
in rates in order to accommodate the request of the CMRS provider.?*

B. Grant of This Waiver Serves the Public Interest

By granting the requested temporary extension, the Comnussion would avoid the

Within Their Service Areas, Public Nonice, CC Docket No 95-116, DA 03-211 (rel January 27, 2003) (FCC seeking
comment on CTIA’s petition seeking a ruling that LECs have an obligation to port their customer’s telephone
numbers to CMRS providers whose service area overlaps the LEC’s rate centers).

23 See also Numbering Resource Decision, 17 FCC Red at 262 (Imposing the cost of implementing the

technology for number pooling, which 1s the same technology that 15 used to implement number portabality on
smaller and rural carmiers “may delay efforts to bring advanced services to rural subscribers™)



potential waste of resources or, at the very least, diminish the waste that would occur 1n the
absence of the FCC clarifying issues related to wireline-to-wireless number portability. Until the
uncertainty surrounding the implementation of LEC-CMRS porting is resolved, however, the
obligations of LECs are unclear, and subject to the erroneous interpretation that they are
obligated to implement a version of number portability is not required by the Act or applicable
FCC rules. CMRS providers’ requests appear to seek wireline-to-wireless number porting
without any conditions regarding the geographic imitations for number utilization. For mobile
telephones, this constitutes, by definition, “geographic location portability,” an obligation
imposed by neither the Act nor applicable FCC’s Rules.

Section 251(b)(2) of the Act requires all LECs to “provide to the extent technically
feasible, number portability i accordance with requirements prescribed by the Commission.”*
The Act defines number portability as “the ability of users of telecommunication services to
retain, at the same location, existing telecommunications numbers without impairment of
quality, rehability, or convenience when switching from one telecommunications carner to
another.”® In promulgating its number portability rules, the Commussion cited this definition
and determined that the Act requires service provider portability but not geographic location

portability.*® The FCC defined “service provider portability” as “the ability of end users to

24 47U S C. §251(b)(2)

2 47U S.C §153(30) (emphasis added)

26 See See In the Matter of Telephone Number Portability First Report and Order and Further Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking, 11 FCC Red 8352, 8447 (1996) (“Number Portability Decision™)
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retain the same telephone numbers (that is, the same NPA and NXX codes and the same line
numbers) when changing from one service provider to another.”?’ In contrast, “geographic
location portability” is “the ability of end users to retain the same telephone numbers when
moving from one location to another, either within the area served by the same central office or
between areas served by central offices.”?

In 1ts Number Portability Decision, the FCC determined that mandating carriers to
implement location portability was not in the pubhc interest,2’ but permutted state regulatory
bodies to make the determination on a state-by-state basis.’® As part of this decision, the FCC
noted 1ts concerns regarding the significant implementation issues arising from geographic
location portability. Specifically, the Commission found that, among other reasons, imposing
location portability at this time would cause consumer confusion by the loss of the geographic

identity of the telephone number. As a result, customers would not know whether they were

making a call to a nearby location or to a distant location, and may not know whether the call

« In the Matter of Telephone Number Portability, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 10 FCC Red 12350,
12355 (1995).

2 Id at 12356 (emphasis added).

2 Number Portability Decision, 11 FCC Red at 8449. The FCC also determuned that 1t may decide to mandate

implementation of geographic location portabihity in the future *“if 1t would be 1n the public interest” and noted that
carriers may provide geographuc location portability “consistent wath thus Order” 1f they so choose. /d at 8447 The
FCC has not done so and the Company 1s not aware of any LEC that has purposefully implemented ubiquitous
geographic location portability.

30 Id a1 8449 The Company 1s not aware of any Commussion decision requining geographic location

portability nor of any proceeding that would have developed the necessary facts to provide a sustainable public
policy determination that geographic location portability should be required

11



would be subjected to toll charges.”' With the change in location, LECs’ service offerings,
switching, and routing of originating calls to the ported number would need to be changed.*
The FCC also noted that commenting parties observed that location portability would create
unnecessary and burdensome costs on carriers and on directory, operator, and emergency
services providers.”?

If a number is ported from a LEC to a CMRS provider that provides mobile telephone
service 1n areas outside of the LEC service terntory through 1ts own system and/or through
roaming agreements, the ported telephone number can be used beyond the LEC service area. For
the vast majonty of CMRS providers and mobile users, the number will be used for service at
locations well beyond the onginal rate center.>* By definition, therefore, this type of porting

»35

allows use beyond “the same location,”” and, instead, permits the mobile user to make and

receive calls “when moving from one location to another,” specifically constituting geographic

' atg4as
32 Seed at 8449 (ciing the New York Department of Public Service’s observation that the only way to avoid
the customer confusion which would result from location portability was to limut location portability to a rate

center)

33 Id at 8444-8445

34 The only exception may be where a CMRS carnier operates as a LEC and confines its mobile user to the
specific rate center area  Most CMRS carners do not currently provide such service As examples of CMRS
carriers that may operate i such a manner, see In the Matter of Implementation of Section 6002(b) of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993; Annual Report and Analysis of Competitive Market Conditions With Respect to
Commercial Mobile Services Sixth Report, FCC 01-192 at 33-34 (rel. July 17, 2001) (FCC referencing CMRS
providers who are offering service plans “designed to compete directly with wireline local telephone service” and
providing examples of wireless camners such as Leap that do not permut subscnbers to roam)

35 See 47U S C. §153(30)
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location portability.*®

Grant of the extension request would allow rational public policy decision-making
without a “rush-to-judgment” based on the impending WLNP Deadline. The Commission could
ensure that number portability is implemented in a manner consistent with known and
documented procedures pursuant to an agreement that clearly defines the rights and
responsibilities of the two parties involved — the Company and the CMRS provider. Ultimately,
however, since the costs associated with all of the uncertainty associated with this 1ssue would be
recovered through the rates charged to customers, the public interest would be served by
avoiding such recovery until and unless and to the extent required.

C. The Criteria For Obtaining Waiver of Number Portability Requirements are
Satisfied

The Company respectfully submits that each of the four criteria necessary for obtaining
extension of the WLNP Deadline 1s met. First, as demonstrated in herein, the Company is
unable to meet the deadline due to the extensive upgrades which must be incurred in order for it
become number portable-capable. According to its switch vendor, it will take 2 minimum of six
months and approximately $50,000 to make the necessary upgrades. In addition to the upgrades,
unresolved implementation problems and the necessity of negotiating an interconnection
agreement could not be accomplished by the WLNP Deadline

Second, the Company has made diligent efforts to meet the implementation schedule

prior to requesting an extension of time. As stated in Exhibit 1, upon receipt of the requests, the

36 Number Portabiiity Decision, 11 FCC Red at 8443
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Company, upon advice of counsel, challenged their validity. One CMRS provider, Sprint PCS,
has yet to respond to the challenge. The other, Venizon Wireless, has provided a generic
response that does not address the issues raised in the challenge. The Company also contacted
Nortel to determine cost estimates and length of time it would take to become compliant. Before
placing any orders with Nortel, however, the Company prudently has chosen to obtain
verification of the validity of the requests, especially given the significant effects that the cost of
implementation would have on the small subscriber base and the little, if any benefits that the
public would receive. .

Third, the Company provides a list of the CLLI codes of the switches for which the
extension is requested: OKGVTNXADSO, OKGVTNXARSS, WMLDTNXARSS,
BTHPTNXARSS, GNGVTNXARSS, LFYTTNXADS1, PLSHTNXARSS, RBSPTNXARSS,
DFTDTNXARSS, HLDLTNXARSS.

Fourth, the Company states that it plans to complete deployment in the affected switches
within one year following the clanfication of its obligations and confirmation that the requests
are valid.

Fifth, the Company will provide the Commussion with quarterly progress reports during
this temporary extension period informing the Commission as to the purchase and installation of
the upgrades, progress towards negotiation of interconnection arrangements and other

arrangements necessary for successful implementation of intermodal number portability

14



III. Conclusion

For the reasons demonstrated herein, prompt action on this request will not only serve the
public interest, but can also ensure that the interest of the rural end users served by the Company
are not adversely affected by implementation of number portability. Moreover, the Commission
can ensure prudent utilization of scarce resources pending the Commission’s provision of the
necessary guidance regarding issues pertaining to intermodal number portability.

Accordingly, the Company respectfully request that the Commussion grant this Petition.

Respectfully submutted,

North Central Telephone Cooperative, Inc.

Kuykendall
Its Attorneys

Kraskin, Lesse & Cosson, LLC
2120 L Street, NW, Suite 520
Washington, DC 20037

(202) 296-8890

September 24, 2003
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EXHIBIT 1

North Central Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Petition for Waiver, September 24, 2003
Page 1 of 2

North Central Telephone Cooperative, Inc. (“NCTC”) operates 16,532 access lines in the
State of Tennessee. NCTC is a rural telephone company as that term is defined under the
Communications Act of 1934, as amended because it provides telephone exchange service,
including exchange access, to fewer than 50,000 access lines and serves a study area of fewer
than 100,000 access hines. In addition, 1ts access lines count is less than 2% of Federal
Communications Commission (“FCC”) reported local telephone lines in service nationwide as of
December 2002. The FCC’s reported number was approximately 188 million, and NCTC’s
16,532 access lines is far below the 2% threshold of 3.76 million access lines.

NCTC provides service to the following counties in Tennessee: Macon, Portions of
Trousdale, Portions of Sumner, Portions of Clay, and Portions of Smith. Our service area is
predominantly rural, with the largest town having a population of approximately 3,885 in
Lafayette, TN. NCTC has 10 rate centers and utilizes the 633, 644, 655, 666, 677, 688, 699, 774,
841, and 888 codes deployed in its host/remote switching configurations. Only Sumner County
is within the largest 100 metropolitan statistical areas; however, NCTC serves only the sparsely
populated areas of this county

NCTC’s service area is predominantly rural. A large portion of this service territory
encompasses areas that are sparsely populated. The total population of the five counties within
our service area, based on recent statistics, is approximately 16,530. Thus, the counties that
NCTC operates within are only 2.9% of the population of the most populous county in the state,
Davidson County, which contains the Nashville metropolitan area. From a business
demographic perspective, employment in NCTC'’s service area is driven pnmarily by agriculture
and light industry.

A. NCTC’s Technical Hurdles

NCTC has deployed a Nortel switch. The company estimates that it would cost
approximately $50,000 to deploy the necessary software upgrades in order to ensure a seamless
transition to a number porting environment and that 1t would take approximately six months from
the initial order date to install and test the required upgrades. Even assuming that installation of
number portability capability is achieved, that installation only partially resolves the issue.
Unresolved implementation problems render the provision of local number portability unduly
economically burdensome and technically infeasible. For example, NCTC does not know how
routing, rating and recording of the end user traffic related to any number porting will be
achieved, let alone the full extent of the “back office” functions that will be required (including
data storage and processing) to implement such a requirement properly.



EXHIBIT 1

North Central Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Petition for Waiver, September 24, 2003
Page 2 of 2

B. The Requests for Porting Numbers to a Wireless Provider

NCTC received the attached requests to implement wireline to wireless portability by
November 24, 2003. Also attached 1s the response to these requests authonized by NCTC. To
date, Sprint has not responded to this request, and Verizon has provided non-responsive answers
to these challenges. As indicated, the validity of the requests received from Verizon Wireless
and Sprint PCS were challenged for the following reasons:

(1)  The request seeks to obligate us to port our numbers to a wireless carrier that, in
turn, affords that carrier the capability to allow its mobile subscriber to use the
number outside the boundaries of our original rate center. In our view, that result
would be considered “location” or *‘geographic” portability, which we understand
to be an obligation that the FCC has already determined is not required by statute
and would be contrary to the public interest. Therefore, NCTC requested Verizon
and Spnint to provide any additional facts to demonstrate that their respective
requests are not for geographic location portability.

(2)  The request failed to demonstrate comphance with the FCC Rules that number
portability is required only if requested by “another telecommunications carner in
areas 1n which that telecommunications carrier is operating or plans to operate.”
In 1ts response, NCTC sought assurance that the CMRS providers have viable
service in NCTC’s service territory or plan to provide such service. Furthermore,
the Company noted that there is no local interconnection in place between it and
the CMRS provider, demonstrating the absence of the CMRS provider’s local
presence and any indication of its *“plans to operate” within the area.

! 47 CF R §52 23(c).
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North Central Tel Coop : D" v:m':;r;\s:l andates

PO Box 70 k IO basoe

Lafayette, TN 37083

Attn' F Rowland,

Consistent with the rules of the Federal Communications Commission (*FCC"), on
November 24, 2003, Venzon Wireless will begin competitive porting by offering customers‘ local
number portability ("LNP*) ®* The FCC sought to simplify the task of ldentufymg the switches in each
MSA in which number portability is deployed and to facilitate competitive entry > The FCC' s‘ rules
require local exchange camers to make available, upon request by any interested party, a list of their
switches for which provisioning of number portability has been requested (and therefore provud n)
and a hst of their switches for which provisioning of number portability has not been requested
Venzon Wireless requires only a st of switches and NPA-NXX codes for which provisioning of LNP
has not been requested

Verizon Wireless has simplified this request by attaching a form containing a hst of switches
and codes for your review This list was derived by using the LERG and comparing it to Venzon
Wireless's licensed service areas The list identifies the switch CLLI and NPA-NXX codes that
Venzon Wireless believes are not yet LNP capable Please review and update the attached |form.
making any necessary changes or additions to the list regarding switches and codes that have not
been marked portable. Please indicate the date by which the switch and codes will be| LNP
capable 2 Any comments can be made in the column provided on the form

Venzon Wireless requests that you review, update and return the attached form to the
undersigned contact within 10 days of receipt. Please call the undersigned with any questions or
concerns

Ak iy

Linda Godfrey
Verizon Wireless
Interconnection, Numbenng and Mandates

925-279-6570

Enclosures

m See47CFR §5231
m Local Number Portability, First Memorandum Opinion und order on Reconsideration, 12 FCC Red
7236, §159-66 (1997).

s Id at 64,47 C F.R. § 52 23(bX2)(ni)
i The timeframes for conversion to LNP of any additional switches are governed by the FCC's rules and
range from 30 days to 180 days, depending upon the status of the switches(: e, equipped remote, hardware
capable, capable switches requining hardware, and non-capable). 47 CF R § 52.23 (b)(2)(sv)(A-D)




Bonafide Request Form (BFR)

Purpose:

The purpose of this letter 1s to request the deployment of long-term Local Number Portability as defined by the
FCC Specffically, this form requests that ALL codes serving the Metropolitan Statistical Areas be opened for

portability in the LERG and the NPAC and ALL switches serving these areas are LNP capable

Note MSAs refers to the identified U S Census Bureau MSAs for 2000 These may differ from the MSAs as

separately defined by the wireless or wireiine industries In those instances where no MSA has been identified,

please reference Rate Center to ensure switches and NPA-NXXs serving those areas are opened for porting

‘YO (RECIPIENT): . f
' If LERG contact info is” :
incorrect; please change below

Company-
Name:

~Contact' Namie:

Contact's’ Address: - L

*Contact’s.

Emajl:;

~Contact's Fax'.

‘Contact’s Phone:. - I ‘

N
PO TR TP I WP I W= VAP TIA 5: SVnbgayhy -yt g o)

FROM {(REQUESTORY):

Company Name:, ‘Cgllé‘d‘_‘PaHng[rs_ﬁlg drbia
Varizon Wireless
!"(:;qntacnt .’,N'an'!a: ‘Linda >Godfre€‘y
Contact's Address:  2785,Mitchell|Drive
Walriut Craek; CA'94598
Building.7-1, “:?1 1G:
| Contact's Email:.
: I'.':inaa.9odwfiey@_\"ler'izonwirel'ess;com
925-279-6621
925-279-6570

Contact's Fax:.

Contact's’Phone:

1t
Kk

T

Timing:
Dato of Regquest: ‘May 18, 2003

.Receipt Confirmation
Due By:

Effective Date:

.jmam\s; 2‘6‘0“3 {Oue no Iarer'rr'ian.«fo-déys‘aftentne date-of the requeast.),

Novembsér 24;2003.0r,May:24, 2004 pursuant to the ECC rules

H
i

pfatoeiys



Wireline Bonafide Request form (BFR) for Local Number Portability North

Central

Telephone Co-Op Nonportable NPA-NXXs and CLLIs

i ': w il £
‘& 18| Dato'NPA:[; 1z 1
< < NXXy 8 ;

Q o , marked: o Date | ;
'8 |sr| rate chTR(| S |NPA|NXX| Portable' | Comments | @.]... ~SWITCH | Portable |Comments’
E0C [TN|WESTMORELD. [N [615 {644" ) |- JWMLDTNXARSS ¢ |
EOC ‘|[TN|JBETHPAGE _- [N_[615"-1841 ], _ N - f»_'IBTHPTNXARSS o} |
EOC |TN |OAK GROVE. . N 5615 ;|888; . i . |X JOKGVTNXARSS . |
EOC- TN JOAK GROVE [N .]815°1362 +  |OKGVTNXADSO- |
E0C |TN |GREENGROVE [N 1615 |655! - |GNGVTNXARSS !

EOC |TN '[LAFAYETTE. [N |615 jG68:|. = _ILFYTTNXADSH, C
EOC |TN"[LAFAYETTE N |615-|6667 ¢ JLFYTTNXADSY - o

EQOC |TN |PLEASASHAD [N |B15 1677 « JPLSHTNXARSS . { - v
ECC |TN_|LAFAYETIE N 16151688 - JLEYTTNXADS1 i o
EOC [TN JLAFAYETTE -|N |616~|688° - JLFYTTNXADST. ) d 1
EQC _[TN |ROBOUNGSPG N [615 ]899 - _JRBSPTNXARSS |
EOC [TN/|DEFEATED ~ |N [815 .|774: - ;5 |DFTOTNXARSS - |
EOC |TN |HILLSDALE N 1615 1633} {|- "[HLDLTNXARSS [ - .

P i
D Page 3 of 3
ata gathered from the Apnl 2003 LERG Date created May 15, 2003




KRASKIN, LESSE & COSSON, LLC

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
TELECOMMUNICATIONS MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS
2120 L Street, N.W., Suite 520 Telephone (202) 296-8890
Washington, D.C. 20037 Telecopier (202) 296-8893
July 23, 2003

Linda Godfrey

Interconnection, Numbering and Mandates
Verizon Wireless

2785 Mitchell Drive

Walnut Creek, CA 94598

Dear Ms. Godfrey:

Our firm represents several local exchange camers that have received correspondence
from Verizon Wireless regarding number portability.! Having analyzed the letters and
accompanying forms (collectively, the Verizon Wireless mailings”) sent to these companies, we
question whether the mailings constitute a valid request for number portability. Moreover, even
if the mailings were sufficient, the Verizon Wireless correspondence does not request servng‘
provider portability that would enable customers of these LECs to retam their existing telephone
numbers “at the same location” as the Act and FCC Rules require.?

The maxhngs seck only switch information rather than request the implementation of
number portability.’ The process of responding to the information request has been “slmphﬁled"
by Verizon Wireless by allowing carners to update the attached form, which has been provided
for this purpose. This attachment is comprised of a generic form with no carrier or market
information indicated and a spreadsheet containing the switch information referenced in the
letter. Accordingly, the mailing fails to “speclﬁcally request portability” and “identify the
discrete geographic arca” as required by FCC Rules.* Furthermore, although the generic form

' A list of these companies is attached.
? See 47U.S.C. § 153(30); 47 C.F.R. § 52.21(k).

* According to the letter, the purpose of the mailing is pursuant to a specific FCC Rule which
requires carriers to provide, upon request, “a list of their switches for which provisioning of
number portability has been requested (and therefore provided).” The carriers on the attached
list have either responded to this information request directly or we are responding on their
behalf.

* See In the Matter of Numbering Resource Optimization; Implementation of the Local
Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996; Telephone Number Portabilty:




Ms. Linda Godfrey
July 23, 2003
Page 2

specifies the date of the request as May 19, 2003, many of the letters are dated May 28, 2003I
with postmark dates well into the month of June. Accordingly, if the mailing was intended to
constitute a request for a LEC, which currently is not number portable-capable, to implemen’t
number portability by November 24, 2003, the request, in these instances, was not timely made.’

The mailing fails to indicate whether Verizon Wireless provides service within the
companies’ respective LEC service areas. The rules specify that number portability is required
only if requested by “another telecommunications carrier in areas in which that
telecommunications carrier is operating or plans to operate.”® Furthermore, for most of the
companies, there 1s no local interconnection in place between Verizon Wireless and the LEC,
demonstrating the absence of Verizon Wireless' local presence and any indication of its “pla'ns to
operate” within the area.

The Act and the FCC have defined the obligation of a LEC to provide number portablility
that enables the “users of telecommunication services to retain, at the same Jocation, existing
telecommunications numbers without impairment of qualitx; reliability, or convenience when
switching from one telecommunications carrier to another.”” If you have facts to indicate that
Verizon Wireless plans to ensure that the customer retains his/her telephone number “at the same
location” please provide us with those facts and we will reevaluate our analysis of the Verizon
Wireless request on the basis of these facts.

While we and our clients recognize that pursuant to Section 252 of the Act, carriers are
free to “negotiate and enter into a binding agrecment with the requesting tclecommmicatioan
carrier or carriers without regard to the standards set forth in subsections (b) and (c) of Section

251,” our clients at this time has no need or desire to negotiate an agreement that goes beyond

Fourth Report and Order in CC Docket No. 99-200 and CC Docket No. 95-116, and Fourth
Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in CC Docket No. 99-200, CC Docket Nos. 99-200, 96-
98, 95-116 (rel. June 18, 2003) at para. 10 (“Requesting telecommunications carriers must {
specifically request portabulity, identify the discrete geographic area covered by the request, and
provide a tentative date by which the carrier expects to utilize number portability to port
prospective customers™).

* See 47 C.F.R. § 52.23(b)2Xiv).
¢ 47 CFR. § 52.23(c).

7 47U.8.C. § 153(30) (emphasis supplied); 47 C.F.R. § 52.21(k) (emphasis supplied). The IT'CC
has distinguished this “service provider portability” from “location portability,” a much different
form of portability that the FCC has determined is not required by statute. “Location portability”
is defined as “the ability of users of telecommunications services to retain existing |

telecommunications numbers without impairment of quality, reliability, or convenience when

moving from one physica) location to another.” 47 C.F.R. § 52.21(i) (emphasis supplied).

8 47US.C. § 252(a)1).
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the standards the FCC has set forth pursuant to Section 251. As noted, the geographic ponability

that would result from the Verizon Wircless request has not been required by the FCC under
Section 251.

Again, we would be pleased to review any additional facts Verizon Wireless may offer to
demonstrate that its request is not for geographic number portability.

_Sincerely,
Kraskin, Lesse & Cosson, LLC

—
By:

Attachment
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% Sprint Sprint PCS

6580 Sprint Parkway
Mailstop: KSOPHW0516-5B360 . o .
Overland Park, KS 66251 S0 A
(913) 794-9486 , ;

1801 @sprintspectrum.com ‘ NAY 2003

« RECEVED

May 16, 2003

To Whom It May Concem:

Enclosed is the Bonafide Request Form (BFR) as required by the FCC mandate (CC Docket 95-
116) to request deployment of long term Local Number Portability. CMRS providers are ‘
required to provide LNP by November 24, 2003. This BFR is being sent in anticipation of that
date Please note the effective date requested reflects this requirement.

Please feel free to contact me at the numbers and email address provided above. Alternatively,
you may contact Jeff Adnan at phone number (407) 622-4170 or at email address:

1adnall @spnntspectrum.com if you need assistance.

Sincerely,

Fawn Romg

Industry Compliance and Operational Network Support
Numbering Solutions

Enclosure




Bonafide Request Form (BFR)

Purpose: This form is used to request deployment of long-term Local Number Portabllity as defined in the FCC mandates

CcC
( Docket 95-116). Specifically, this form requests that ALL codes be opened for portability within the Metropolitan Statistical

Area and wireline switch CLLI codes designated below. This form may be used for both wireless and wireline requests.

TO (RECIPIENT): EROM (REQUESTOR):
OCN: 0573 Company Name: Sprmt PCS
Company Name:  NORTH CENTRAL TELEPHONE Contact Name: Fawn Romig
COOPERATIVE, INC - TN Contact Name: Fawn Romg
Contact Name: F ROWLAND Contact's Address: 6580 Spnnt Parkway
Mulstop KSOPHW0516-5B360
Contact's Address:
Overland Park, KS 66210
PO BOX 70
LAFAYETTE ™ 37083 Contact's Emall: fromg01 @sprmispectrum com
Contact’s Phane: 614-666-2151 Contact's Fax: (913) 5238333
Contact’s Phone: (913) 794.9486
TIMING:
Date of Request: May 23, 2003
Receipt Confirmation Dus By: June 9, 2003
Efffective Date: November 24, 2003
Desiguated Wireline Switeb CLLI Codes:
1st CLLI: OKGVTNXADSO 4th CLLI:
2nd CLLI: OKGVTNXARSS Sth CLLI:
3rd CLLI: WMLDTNXARSS 6tk CLLI:
Designated Metropolitan jtistcgl Areag (Mo

Notc MSAsreferto the US Census Buresu MSAs These miy differ from the MSAS as ssparately defined by the wireless or waretine industries.
MSA_NAME:

Nashwile, TN

Astions Required of the Recipient:
1. Within 10 days of receipt, previda coufirmation te the requestor that this ferm has beea recetved.

2. For all currently released codes, and those to be relessed st any farure time, within the daigusted U.S. Census Bureaw MSAs
and wireline switch CLL1 codes (where sppiicable), epam all for perting withis the LERG.

3. For ull curently released codes, and those ts be released ot any faturs time, within the dagignated U.S. Consus Bureaw MSAs

End wireling switeh CLLE codes (where applicabie), open all for perting within the NPAC (Number Portability Admisistration
eater).

4. Essere that all switches handling cedes within the designated MSAs are Locs) Number Pertability capsble.
Thyryday, May 08, 2003 BFR Chechilst Form v04 020204.doc



KRASKIN, LESSE & COSSON, LLC

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
TELECOMMUNICATIONS MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS
2120 L Street, N.W,, Suite 520 Telephone (202) 296-8890
Washington, D.C. 20037 Telecopier (202) 296-8893
July 16, 2003
VIA E-MAIL & QVERNIGHT DELIVERY

Fawn Romig

Industry Compliance and Operational Network Support, Numbenng Solutions
Sprint PCS

6580 Sprint Parkway

Mailstop: KSOPHW0516-5B360

Overland Park, Kansas 66210

Dear Ms. Romig:

In our letter dated June 9, 2003, and in subsequent e-mails and telephone conversations,
we notified you of over seventy companies represented by this firm that have received
correspondence from Sprmt PCS regarding number portability.! Having analyzed the generic
letter and accompanying form dated May 23, 2003 (collectively, the Sprint PCS “mailings”) sent
to these companies, we question whether the mailings constitute a valid request for number
portability. Moreover, even if the mailings were sufficient, the Sprint PCS correspondence does
not request service provider portability that would enable customers of these LECs to retain their
existing telephone numbers “at the same location™ as the Act and FCC Rules require.

The geographic areas specified in the mailings are limited to Metropolitan Statistical
Areas (“MSAs”). Twenty-cight of these companies, however, operate wholly outside of any
MSA. Additionally, on forms sent to fourteen of the companies that serve within MSAs, no
specific market was indicated. * Acoordmgly, for these forty-two companics, the mailings fail to
identify the “discrete geographic area” as required by the FCC.*

' An updated list of the companies that we represent in this matter is attached.
2 See 47 U.S.C. § 153(30); 47 C.F.R. § 52.21(k).

> The companies that operate wholly outside of any MSA and ones for which no specific market
was indicated are specified with an asterisk on the attached list.

Y See In the Matter of Numbering Resource Optimization; Implementation of the Local
Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996; Telephone Number Portabilty:
Fourth Report and Order in CC Docket No. 99-200 and CC Docket No. 95-116, and Fourth
Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in CC Docket No. 99-200, CC Docket Nos. 99-200, 96-
98, 95-116 (rel. June 18, 2003) at para. 10 (“Requesting telecommunications carriers must
specifically request portability, identify the discrete geographic area covered by the request, and




Ms. Fawn Romig
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Further, in at least two instances, the request was sent to the wrong company’ and in
many instances the switch information contained on the forms is incorrect.® For example, one
company received a mmhng that identifies the switches of the company’s affiliate rather than the
company’s switches.’

The ma.iling fails to indicate whether Sprint PCS provides service within the companies’
respective LEC service areas. The rules speclfy that number portability is required only if
requested by “another telecommmucauons carrier in areas in which that telecommunications
carrier is operating or plans to operate.’ * Furthermore, for most of the companies, there is no
local interconnection in place between Sprint PCS and the LEC, demonstrating the absence of
Sprint PCS’ local presence and any indication of its “plans to operate™ within the area.

The Act and the FCC have defined the obligation of a LEC to provide number portability

that enables the “users of telecommunication services to retain, mmg_lmgim, existing
telecommunications numbers without mpmunml of quahty, reliability, or convenience when
switching from one telecommunications carrier to another.™ If you have facts to indicate that
Sprint PCS plans to ensure that the customer retains his’her telephone number “at the same

e o 5 =

provide a tentative date by which the carrier expects to utilize ruimber portabi‘iity to poh
prospective customers”).

' Hancock Telephone Company located in New York received a mailing directed to Hancock
Rural Telephone Cooperative located in Indiana and ComSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
received a mailing directed to Hawkinsville Telephone Company, a company that no longer
exists.

¢ The FCC’s orders and rules require local exchange carriers to implement number portability
only “in switches for which another carrier has made a specific request . . . .” See, e.g., In the
Matter of Telephone Number Portability: First Memorandum Opinion and Order on
Reconsideration, 12 FCC Rcd 7236, 7273 (1997); 47 C.F.R. § 52.23(c).

! Although the correspondence is addressed to Horry Telephone Cooperative, Inc., the form
specifies switches which belong to an affiliated, but separate company, HTC Communications,
Inc.

8 47CFR. §52.23(c).

? 47U.S.C. § 153(30) (emphasis supplied); 47 C.F.R. § 52.21(k) (emphasis supplied). The FCC
has distinguished this “service provider portability” from “location portability,” a much different
form of portability that the FCC has determined is not required by statute. *“Location portability”
is defined as “the ability of users of telecommunications services to retain existing
teleccommunications numbers without impairment of quality, reliability, or convenience when

moving from one physical location to another.” 47 C.F.R. § 52.21(i) (emphasis supplied).
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location” please provide us with those facts and we will reevaluate our analysis of the Sprint PCS
request on the basis of these facts.

While we and our clients recognize that pursuant to Section 252 of the Act, carriers are
free to “negotiate and enter into a binding agreement with the requesting telecommunications
carrier or carriers without regard to the standards set forth in subsections (b) and (c) of Section
251,”'% our clients at this time has no need or desire to negotiate an agreement that goes beyond
the standards the FCC has set forth pursuant to Section 251. As noted, the geographic portability
that would result from the Sprint PCS request has not been required by the FCC under Section
251.

Again, we would be pleased to review any additional facts Sprint PCS may offer to
demonstrate that its request is not for geographic number portability.

Sincerely,

Kraskin, Lesse & Cosson, LLC

. ‘ {z . :
By: /&4 Q’/"L/‘ . |

1 47US.C. § isz(a)(x). o
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North Central Telephone Cooperative, Inc - TN




DECLARATION OF F. THOMAS ROWLAND

1, F. Thomas Rowland, President and Chief Executive Officer of North Central
Telephone Cooperative, Incorporated (“NCTC”), do hereby declare under penalties of perjury
that [ have read the foregoing "Petition for Waiver” and the attachment and that the information

contained in both regarding NCTC is true and accurate to the begt of my knowledge,
information, and belief. %
Date: 7/3‘//03 '

‘E. Thomas Rowland “




g

TIFICATE OF SERVICE

1, Tern Gramison, of Kraskin, Lesse &Cosson, LLC, 2120°L Street, NW,:Suite-520,
Washington, D€ 20037, do hereby. certify that a copy of.the foregei "“P.el}'tié"njfgr Waiver™was

served-on:this'24™ day:of September 2003; via hand delivery 1o/

William Maher, Chief

Wireline Competition Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

Eric Einhomn, Chief
Telecommunucations Access Policy
Division

Wireline Competition Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

S

= ATerri Granison

Cheryl Callahan, Assistant Chief
Telecommunications Access Policy Division
Wireline Competition Bureau

Federal Communications Commission

445 12" Street, SW

Qualex International
445 12" Street, SW
Room CY-B402
Washington, DC 20554




KraskmN, LESSE & COSSON, LLC
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
TELECOMMUNICATIONS MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS

2120 L Street, N W, Suite 520 Telephone (202) 296-8890
Washington, D C 20037 Telecopier (202) 296-8893

December 8, 2003

Marlene H Dortch

Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street SW

Washington, DC 20554

Re North Central Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Supplement to the Petition for Waiver of Section 52.23(c)
of the Commussion’s Rules
Ex Parte Filing 1n CC Docket No 95-116

Dear Ms Dortch;

On September 24, 2003, North Central Telephone Cooperative, Inc (the “Company”)
filed a Petition for Waiver of Section 52.23(c) of the Commussion’s Rules, seeking an extension
of the November 24, 2003 date for implementation of number portability within a portion of its
local exchange service terrtory (“Petition”) Subsequently, on November 10, 2003, the
Commussion released an order addressing wireline-wireless portability ' The Company
respectfully provides this supplement 1n order to modify its Petition to seek a more limited
extension until May 10, 2004.2

1

See In the Matter of Telephone Number Portability, CTIA Petition for Declaratory Ruling on
Wireline-Wireless Porting Issues Memorandum Opinion and Order and Further Notice of Proposed
Rulemalking, CC Docket No 95-116, FCC 03-284 (rel. Nov 10, 2003) (“Intermodal LNP Order”)

2 In 1ts Petition, the Company mitially sought a one-year extension following clarification of 1ts

obligations See Petition at n 4 and accompanying text Petitioner reiterates that 1n seeking an extension
of time, 1t does not waive any of 1ts legal rights with respect to the Intermodal LNP Order, mcluding,
without hmitation, with respect to seeking relief from a court of competent Junsdiction with respect to the
obligations imposed upon 1t by the Intermodal LNP Order




Marlene H Dortch, Secretary
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The Company 1s a rural telephone company and a 2% Carnier, as defined by the Act 3
The Company serves 16,532 access lines 1n the State of Tennessee, of which only 4,654 are
located in Sumner County which 1s within the Nashville Tennessee MSA The area served by
the Company in Sumner County 1s extremely rural The largest town 1n this area has a
population of approximately 3000 The Company’s switch 1s not located 1n one of the largest
100 MSAs, the switch serving the relatively few customers within the Nashville MSA also
serves customers of the company located outside of the MSA.

As noted 1n 1ts Petition, the Company has received requests from Sprint PCS and Verizon
Wireless to support intermodal portability Prior to the 1ssuance of the Commission’s November
10, 2003 Order, the Company responded to these requests and asked for affirmation that the
ported number would be utilized 1n the same location * The carriers requesting portability did
not respond to this request Prior to the receipt of the requests for number portability from the
wireless carriers, the Company had received no other requests for number portability, and,
accordingly, had no basis for expending limited resources on the deployment of number
portability. Given the totality of these circumstances, the Company filed the instant Petition
based upon its understanding of the Commuission’s rules and regulations

The Company hereby supplements 1ts Petition and reports that Verizon Wireless has
subsequently transmitted correspondence seeking a porting date of May 24, 2004 See
Attachment 1. The Company has also received correspondence from AT&T Wireless seeking
porting by the same date See Attachment 2. After 1ssuance of the Intermodal LNP Order, the
Company reassessed 1ts projected number portability deployment timetable and now believes
that 1t will be able to complete deployment in the affected switches by May 10, 2004, six months
after the 1ssuance of the Commussion’s Intermodal LNP Order 1n which the Commuission
provided guidance of 1t intermodal porting requirements.” In the total context of circumstances

} 47U S C §§153(37) and 251(f)(2) The Company provides telephone exchange service,
including exchange access, to fewer than 50,000 access lines and serves a study area of fewer than
100,000 access lines See 47 U S C §§153(37)(B) and (C) As of December 2002, approximately 188
million local telephone lines were 1n service nationwide See “Federal Communications Commission
Releases Study on Telephone Trends,” FCC News Release (rel Aug 7,2003) Accordingly, the
Company’s total access lines are far below the 2% threshold of 3 76 million access lines and the company
qualifies as a “2% Carrier” See 47U S C §251(f)(2)

4 47U S C § 153(30) (emphasis added)

> The Company notes that 1ts implementation schedule 1s dependent upon 1ts switch vendor, and

coordination and testing between 1t and the requesting wireless provider While the implementation of the
necessary switch changes will technically enable the provision of number portability, the Company notes
that technical compliance with the directives of the Intermodal LNP Order regarding the treatment of
calls from the Company’s network to a number ported to a wireless carrier 1s technically reliant on the
existence of an interconnection arrangement with the wireless carner




Marlene H Dortch, Secretary
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surrounding the implementation of intermodal number portability, the Company has acted and
continues to act 1n good faith to comply with the Commuission’s requirements.

Accordingly, the Company reiterates 1ts request for a imited waiver of the November 24
2003 deadline and modifies 1ts 1mtial Petition to further limit the extension of the deadline to
May 10, 2004 This limited extension will serve the public interest by ensuring efficient
deployment of resources and orderly and effective deployment of LNP 1n that portion of the
Company’s service area that falls within the Nashville MSA. Please contact the undersigned
with any questions

b

Respectfully submutted,

North Central Telephone Cooperative, Inc

Stephen G. Kraskin
Sylvia Lesse
John Kuykendall

Its Attorneys

Attachments

cc William Maher
Eric Einhorn
Pam Slipakoff
Cheryl Callahan
Qualex International




KRASKIN, LESSE & COSSON, LLC
AITORNFYS AT LAW
TELECOMMUNICATIONS MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS

2120 1. Street, N W, Suite 520 Telephone (202) 296-8890
Washington, D C 20037 Telecopier (202) 296-8893

January 28, 2004

Linda Godfrey

Interconnection, Numbenng and Mandatcs
Verizon Wireless

2785 Mitchell Drive

Walnut Creck, CA 94598

Dear Ms Godfrey-

We have been asked by our client, North Central Telephone Cooperative (“North
Central™) to respond to your correspondence sccking deployment of number portability in
specific switch locations (the “Request”) and complction of a “Service Level Agreement”
(“SLA™) North Central is fully aware of its obligations pursuant to applicable rules and
regulations of thc Federal Communications Commussion (“FCC™) to port numbers 1n those arcas
where Venzon Wircless’ coverage o erlaps each of the rate centers owned and controlled by
North Central as spcctfied in the Request.' In this regard, please note that North Central has not
waived any of its rights with respect to applicablc statute and regulation, including, but not
limited to the right to seek suspension of number portability obligations and waiver of
implementation dcadhincs :

We’re reviewing the SLA and will respond shortly |Please refer any additional questions

or corrcspondence concerning this matter to this office.

Very truly yours,

—
6.9_ /Lr(. /t b
\7 2-_;1,(

Sylvia Lesse

cc:  Johnny McClanahan

! Pursuant to Section 52 23(b)(2)(1n) of the Commussion’s Rules (47 CF R § 52 23(b)(2)(1n), North Central
notifies Venzon Wireless that the List of swatches (and their respective CLLI designation) specified in the
correspondence 1s correct  The switches currently do not support the ability to port numbers to another camer

? North Central 1s seeking suspension of number portability obligations from the | ennessee Regulatory
Authonty - S

t

1
. Attachment to Response # 1 Q

to TRA's Data Request dated
| January 14, 2004 |
\Docket No..03-00633 J




KRASKIN, LESSE & COSSON, LL.C
ATTORNEYS A1 LAaw
TeLECOMMUNICATIONS MANAGEMINT CONSULTANTS

2120 L Street, N W . Suite 520 ‘ Telephone (202) 296-8890

Washington, D.C. 20037 lelecopier (202) 296-8893
January 28, 2004

Jeff Adnan

Industry Compliancc and Operational Network Support, Numbering Solutions

Sprint PCS

6580 Sprint Parkway

Mailstop: KSOPHW0516-5B360
Overland Park, Kansas 66210

Dear Mr. Adnan.

We havc been asked by our chent, North Central Telephone Cooperative (“North
Central”) to respond to your letter requesting the deployment of number portability 1n specific
switch locations North Central 1s fully aware of 1ts obligations pursuant to applicable rules and
regulations of the Federal Communications Commussion (“FCC™) to port numbers in those areas
where Sprint PCS’ coverage overlaps each of the rate centers owned and controlled by North
Central as specified in the Spnint PCS request In this regard, please note that North Central has
not waived any of its rights with respect to applicable statute and regulation, including, but not
hmuted to the nght to seck suspension of number portability obligations and waiver of
implementation deadlines '

North Central requests that Sprint PCS consider and propose the specific methodology by
which the parties will physically exchange ported traffic. It 1s our understanding that no such
arrangements exist today  We look forward to engaging in additional discussions leading to the
establishment of an agreement regarding the terms and conditions under which the parties will

engage n porting.

Very truly yours,

r;;A a /( S

SylviaLesse K

cc:  Johnny McClanahan

l
( Attachment to Response # l O
| to TRA's Data Request dated
[ January 14, 2004

Docket No 03-00633

! North Central 1s secking suspension of numberportabihity obligations from the Tennessee Regulatory

Authonty



KRASKIN, LESSE & COSSON, LLC
ATIORNEYS A1 LAw
TELECOMMUNICATIONS MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS

2120 L. Street, N W _ Suite 520 Ielephone (202) 296-8890
Washington, D C. 20037 Telecoprer (202) 296-8893

January 28, 2004

Susan Riley

Sr. Interconnection Manager

Supply Chain Managcment

Cingular Wireless

5565 Glenndge Conncctor, Suite 1520
Atlanta, Georgia 30342

Dear Ms. Riley.

We hay ¢ been asked by our client, North Central Telephone Cooperative (“*North
Central™) to respond o your letter requesting the deployment of number portability 1n specific
switch locations. North Central is fully aware of its obligations pursuant to applicable rules and
regulations of the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC™) to port numbers 1n those areas
where Cingular Wireless' coverage overlaps each of the rate centers owned and controlled by
North Central as specificd in the Cingular Wireless request.’ In this regard, please note that
North Central has not waived any of its nghts with respect to applicable statute and regulation,
including, but not limited to the nght to scek suspension of number portability obhgations and
waiver of implementation deadlines *

North Central 1s aware that the coverage arca of Cingular Wircless 1s not coextensive
with its telephone service areas (see Attachment, copy of Cingular Wircless® coverage arca
depicted on Cingular Wircless' web page and copy of North Central’s scrvice arca) and, in fact,
is extremely imited. Inasmuch as the FCC has specified that the obligation of a local cxchange
carmer's obligation to port to a wireless carrier 1s defined as the area “where the requesting
wireless carmier's ‘covcrage area’ overlaps the geographic location of the rate center in which the
customer’s wireline number 1s prowsmncd."" North Central requests specific identification of
those areas where Cingular Wireless belicves that coverage arcas overlap  To the extent that
Cingular Wircless plans service cxtension, North Central 1s, of course, preparcd to entertain
future, additional requests for portabihty deployment.

! Pursuant to Scction 52 23(b)}2)(1n1) ot the Commussion’s Rules (47 C F R § 52 2Y(bK 2 Km), North Central
notfies Cingular that the hist of switches (and their respective Cl LI designation) specified in the correspondence is
correct The switches currently do not support the abihity to port numbers to another carmer

? North Central 15 secking suspension of number portability obligations from the Tennessce Regulatory
Authonty .
) In the Muatter of Telephone Number Portabiity, CTI4 Petitton for Declaratory Ruling on Wareline Wireless
Pornng Issues Memorandum Opinion and Order and Further Nonce of Proposed Rulemaking, CC Docket No 95-
116, FCC 03-284, para 22 (rel Nov 10, 2003) 3

!

| \0

‘ Attachment to Response #
- to TRA's Data Request dated AT

—
Y

T ey | January 14, 2004
\Docket No..03-00633

'~
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In addsition to spccifying the geographic area in which porting will occur, North Central
also requests that Cingular Wircless consider and propose the specific methodology by which the
parties will physically exchange ported traffic. It is our understanding that no such arrangements
exist today

We look forward to receipt of the requested responses and to engaging in additional
discussions leading to the establishment of an agreement regarding the terms and conditions
under which the parties will engage in porting.

Very truly yours,

o e Lesse
o Lese,

la%s

Sylvia Lessc
cc.  Johnny McClanahan

Attachment
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KRASKIN, LESSE & COSSON, LLC

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
TELCCOMMUNICA MONS MANAGEMENT CONSUI TANIS

2120 L Street, N W, Suite 520 Telephone (202) 296-88%0

Washington, D.C 20037 Telecoprer (202) 296-8893
January 28, 2004

Suzy Nieman

Manager, Carnier Relations

AT&T Wireless

7277 164" Avc. NE
Redmond, Washington 98052

Dear Ms Nieman.

We have been asked by our client, North Central Tclephone Cooperauive (“North
Central™) to respond to your letter requesting the deployment of number portability in specific

switch locations ' North Central is fully aware of its obligations pursuant to apphicablc rules and
regulations of the Federal C ommunications Commussion (“F'CC”) to port numbers 1n those areas

where AT&T Wireless' coverage overlaps each of the rate centers owncd and controlled by
North Central as specified in the AT&T Wireless request In this regard, plcase note that North
Central has not waived any of its nights with respect to applicable statute and regulation,
including, but not limited to the nght to seek suspension of number portability obligations and
waiver of implementation dcadlines :

North Central 1s aware that the coverage area of AT&T Wireless 1s not coextensive with
1ts telephonc service arcas’ and. m fact, 1s extremely imited. Inasmuch as the FCC has specified,
that the obligation of a local exchange carrier’s obhigation to port to a wircless carmer s dcfined
as the area “where the requesting wireless carmer’s ‘coverage area’ overlaps the geo§raphnc
location of the rate center in which the customer’s wircline number 1s provisioned,”™ North

Central requests specific identfication of thosc areas where AT& T Wireless believes that
coverage areas overlap 1o the extent that Al& I Wireless plans service extension, North
Central 1s, of course, prepared to entertain future, additonal requests for portabtlity deployment,

! Whle your letter indicates an attachment of a form that you request North Century to complete. no such
form was antached  Please transmut the form at your convenuence to Johnny McClanahan at North Central and to me
at the address provided above  We will review the form and respond as appropnate

2 North Central 1s seeking suspension of number portabality obligations from the Tennessce Regulatory
Authonty

3 A scarch performed on AT& ['s web page using zip codes to 1dentity service arcas reveals that for several

of the communities sen cd by North Central, Latayette (37083), Westmoreland (37186), Bethpage (37022) and
Pleasant Shadc (37145). “AT&T Wireless services does not pravide coverage™ in these areas  Sce Attachment, copy
of North Central's service arca and copy of AT& I Wireless web page search results

‘ In the Matter of Telephone Number Portubiin, CTIA Petinion for Declarators Ruling on Wireline-Wireless
Porting Issues Memorandum Opinion and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, CC Docket No 95-

116, FCC 03-284, para 22 (rel Nov 10, 2003) f Tt oo

Attachment to Response #

! to TRA's Data Request dated
January 14, 2004
Docket_ No..03-00633




Ms. Suzy Nieman
January 28, 2004
Page 2

In addition to specifying the gcographic area in which porting will occur, North Central
also requests that AT&T Wireless consider and propose the specific methodology by which the
parties will physically exchange ported traffic. It 1s our understanding that no such arrangements
exist today.

We look forward 1o receipt of the requested responses

Very truly yours,

Souliia Leos
gi_’j “ )J'#\/Q
Sylvia Lesse

cc:| Johnny McClanahan

Attachment
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